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Abstract 
This study investigated leadership characteristics that influence teachers’ perception of 
curriculum change in a high performing Queensland school during the early stage of 
implementing the Australian National Curriculum. Previous research (e.g.,Tuytens & Devos, 
2009, 2010) has found that teachers’ perceptions of change implementation is influenced by 
their perception of the principal’s leadership. As teachers’ perceptions of curriculum change 
will influence their implementation of the new curriculum, understanding of these perceptions 
is crucially important (Fullan, 2007; Jeffers, 2010; Tuytens & Devos, 2009, 2010; Yu, 
Leithwood, & Jantzi, 2002). To date, in Australia, no research on teachers’ perceptions of 
school principal’s leadership and teachers’ perceptions of the National Curriculum during 
implementation has been conducted.  
Participants in this study were surveyed to establish their perceptions of the principal’s 
transformational leadership skills and their perceptions of the new curriculum. A structured 
questionnaire was used to collect data (n = 69) from Mathematics, English and Science 
teachers from a large high school north of Brisbane. Overall, teachers strongly agreed the 
principal had high expectations of them when implementing curriculum change in the 
classroom. They also strongly agreed they have the capacity to implement a National 
Curriculum in their teaching area.  
This study measured seven substantial positive relationships between teachers’ 
perceptions of school leadership and their perceptions of the implementation of the National 
Curriculum. Results indicated that when teachers perceived that their principal held high 
expectations of them, they also perceived that they had the capacity to implement a National 
Curriculum in their classroom. In addition, teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s intellectual 
stimulation predicted the extent to which teachers felt they were clear about what needed to be 
done during the implementation of the National Curriculum. A significant group difference was 
also found between Mathematics and English teachers in their perceptions of the principal 
holding high expectations and the degree to which the principal provided intellectual 
stimulation. Specifically, Mathematics teachers were less likely than English teachers to 
perceive the principal as holding high expectations and providing intellectual stimulation. 
Results are discussed in terms of the implications for policy and practice during times of 
educational change such as the implementation of a new National Curriculum.  
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Chapter 1 - Introduction to the research  
 
1.1  Introduction  
The introduction of a new National Curriculum will be the largest educational 
curriculum change in Australia’s history (Bezzina, Starratt, & Burford, 2008). The 
implementation of an Australian National Curriculum, according to Australian politicians, is 
an education revolution (Martin, 2010). In 2009, about 150 schools began a range of 
planning, teaching and assessing activities using the draft K-10 Australian Curriculum 
(ACARA, 2009). These syllabi are now being incrementally rolled out into all other schools 
across the nation. 
Educational change will always imply ‘new’ not only in the way things are done, but 
the way in which change is thought and spoken about (Blenkin, Edwards, & Kelly, 1992). 
Teachers and principals are now implementing or have been called upon to implement, a 
compulsory curriculum where teachers’ perceptions of the change will have crucial influence 
on their capacity and will to implement change at the class level ( Mc Laughlin, 1991; 
Tuytens & Devos, 2010; Weedall, 2004). Fullan (2007) implies that principals who primarily 
focus on the development of innovations and pay scant attention to the culture of school, 
including the perceptions of the teachers in the school, face large-scale reform failures when 
leading educational change. This study has investigated educational change during the early 
phase of curriculum implementation in a large high school, north of Brisbane, Australia. 
Specifically, this study explored teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s transformational 
leadership skills during early implementation of the Australian National Curriculum – and 
teachers’ perceptions of implementing a National Curriculum in their classroom. The study 
also examined group differences between Mathematics, Science and English teachers, the 
relationship between teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership and teachers’ 
perceptions of the National Curriculum, and the principal’s influence on teachers’ perceptions 
of the Australian National Curriculum.  
This opening chapter seeks to provide a background to the research. It outlines the 
research process, contextualises the study, summarises the problem, and gives a justification 
for the research. Key definitions are explained and a brief explanation of methodology 
provided. Finally, this section outlines the remaining chapters.  
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1.2 Background to the research 
In Australia, from the 1870s, school education has been the constitutional responsibility 
of the states. Since 1970, there have been various attempts at an Australian National 
Curriculum (Reid, 2005). Reid explains that the journey towards a National Curriculum is as 
much political (due to government policy influence) as it is curriculum with previous attempts 
lacking a research base. As a result, the process has been conceptually flawed with decisions 
made from a political perspective, rather than an educational one (p. 23). As Piper (1997, 
cited in, Reid, 2005) points out:   
A persistent underlying theme in the history of national attempts at 
curriculum reform in Australia has been the efforts of the state and 
territory bureaucracies either to control the process, or to undermine it; a 
predictable response, but one not necessarily in the national interest, nor 
indeed in the interests of students in Australian classrooms (p. 9). 
With more recent comments from Harris-Hart (2010) regarding a national 
curriculum development as they pertain to issues of federalism in the Australian 
context.   
Whilst the past 35 years have seen numerous attempts at national 
curriculum collaboration in Australia, these have invariably failed largely 
due to the constitutional reality that the States have responsibility for 
curriculum. Federal government involvement in curriculum can only be 
achieved, therefore, with the consent of the States (p.295). 
A national curriculum involved a great deal of consultation and building up an 
educational research from a wide range of people. The Australian Curriculum, And Reporting 
Authority (ACARA) is a ‘key driver’ for a national approach to curriculum in Australia 
(Harris-Hart, 2010). A number of schools are now implementing an Australian National 
Curriculum or progressing towards implementation of the National Curriculum. Queensland 
and Western Australian schools commenced implementation in 2012 (QSA, 2011; WACA, 
2012). Victorian schools are using AusVELS (Victorian Curriculum and Assessment 
Authority) for curriculum planning, assessment and reporting (VCAA, 2012) in 2013 and 
New South Wales will introduce the new syllabi in the classroom in 2014 (Board of Studies, 
2012). By December 2014, the vast majority of teachers in Australia will plan, teach, and 
report using the National Curriculum framework. At this point in time assessment will remain 
the responsibility of the state. There is no indication otherwise at the moment.  
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The number of school teachers in Australia during 2010 was 286,100 (Australian 
Bureau of Statistics, 2012). This implementation will impact on most of them. For teachers, 
improved student outcomes are at the heart of classroom activities. Likewise, the heart of 
school leadership involves the responsibility of improved student outcomes through 
supporting, evaluating and developing teacher quality (Jeffers, 2010). Ditchburn (2012b) 
could argue there are alternative purposes to school leadership, and this view of Jeffers (2010) 
represents a neo-liberal climate of the time. Ditchburn (2012b) suggests in her concluding 
comments that economic interests under neo-liberal conditions are driving and defining our 
approach to an Australian curriculum.  
The greatest impediment to a productive classroom culture is the gap between what 
leaders say they value and what they actually enact (Reeves, 2007). Few would argue that 
school leadership is essential to student success in any school setting. However, the question 
of how effective leadership is characterised is much more difficult to answer. Some say that 
while the impact of good leadership may be difficult to determine, the effects of poor 
leadership are easy to see (Leithwood, 1994). Principals are called on to provide leadership 
across moral, political, and intellectual dimensions at all times, and this is no different during 
the implementation of a National Curriculum (Acker-Hocevar, Curz-Janzen, & Wilson, 2012; 
Busher, 2006; Fullan, 2007; Hall & Hord, 2001). The current study draws on research by 
Tuytens and Devos (2010) in Belgium who reported on teachers’ perception of the principal’s 
leadership in introducing a new education policy. Their findings indicated that trust in the 
school leader influenced teachers’ perceptions and that teachers’ perceptions influenced 
policy implementation. The current study extends the work by Tuytens and Devos to the 
context of curriculum implementation in Australia. It is proposed that teachers’ perceptions of 
the principal’s leadership will also be an important influence on how they perceive the 
implementation of the new National Curriculum in Australia. 
1.3 Research problem and objective 
School leaders require support from the classroom teachers during the implementation 
of a compulsory Australian National Curriculum to ensure optimal teaching and learning. 
However, there is limited empirical data regarding how teachers’ perceptions of the 
principal’s leadership may or may not support change. It is expected that the leadership and 
management a principal provides in a school, and the amount of trust teachers have in 
him/her, will have a significant impact on teachers’ perceptions of curriculum 
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implementation. However, there is no Australian research on teachers’ perceptions of 
curriculum change and principal leadership during such a period of National Curriculum 
reform.  
School leaders are faced with the daunting task of anticipating the future and making 
conscious adaptations to their practices, in order to keep up and to be responsive to an ever-
changing environment (Earl & Fullan, 2003). To succeed in a rapidly changing and 
increasingly complex world, it is vital that schools grow, develop, adapt and take charge of 
change so that they can control their own futures (Stoll et al., 2003, cited in Earl & Fullan, 
2003). Many authors agree that schools that use empirical data are able to take charge of 
change, rather than being controlled by it, therefore are more effective and improve more 
rapidly than ones that do not (Rosenholtz, 1989; Stoll & Fink, 1996; Gray et al., 1999, cited 
in Earl & Fullan, 2003). This research will provide data which can assist principals and 
school leaders in supporting classroom teachers through the change process.  
The objectives of this study were to examine, analyse and evaluate teachers’ 
perceptions of the principal’s leadership during the implementation of a National Curriculum 
and explore the relationship between teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership and 
their perceptions of the National Curriculum. It is hoped that results from this research will 
highlight the importance of teacher perceptions of leadership during change processes and 
inform school leaders of optimal policy and practice during the implementation of the new 
National Curriculum.  
1.4 Justification for the research    
Eventually change comes to all schools either by design or by circumstance. Research 
on teachers’ perception and the way a teacher communicates change is widely considered to 
be an important determinant of students’ attitudes in the classroom (Georgakopoulos, 2010). 
Thus far, there has been no Australian research which examines teachers’ perceptions during 
the implementation of the Australian National Curriculum. The present study aims to fill the 
gap in research by quantifying teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership during the 
early phase of the implementation of the National Curriculum.  
According to Fullan (2007), implementation of educational change is technically simple 
and socially complex. Fullan (2007) explains that to implement and sustain successful 
programs we need better implementation plans, and that research has demonstrated that 
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teachers’ perceptions of change are strong indicators of implementation success (p.138). 
However, almost all reported examples of educational change at the school level show a 
tendency for failure rather than success (Cuban, 1999; Fullan, 1992; Ainscow et al.,1998; 
Glower and Hagon, 1998; Lipman, 1997, cited in Weedall, 2004). Fullan (2007) explains that 
change is only one of the forces competing for the principal’s attention, and usually not the 
most compelling one. Change overloads principals in a way that makes it difficult to fulfil the 
promise of widespread and sustained reform (Fullan, 2007), but it is politics that may 
complicate the translation of curriculum design into teaching practice (Longstreet & Shane, 
1993). The main difficulty with change, according to some, lies in the social system not the 
implementation (Weedall, 2004). This study aims to investigate the social process of leaders 
through perceptions of teachers that may be important during curriculum change in order to 
support the plan for a successful transition from implementation to institutionalisation of a 
National Curriculum.   
1.5 Research questions  
The purpose of this study was to investigate teachers’ perceptions of principal 
leadership in introducing the Australian National Curriculum empirically. In particular, this 
study explored the following research questions: 
 What are the teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership in introducing 
the Australian National Curriculum? 
 How do teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership influence how they 
perceive the Australian National Curriculum?    
1.6 Key definitions   
Curriculum change is a generic term that describes concepts such as innovation, 
development, and adoption (March. & Willis, 2007). Fullan (2007) defines change as 
reflective actions and gives insight to the change process which he argues contains a limited 
number of factors. Innovation may mean either a new idea, object or practice or the process 
by which a new object, idea, or practice comes to be adopted by an individual or organisation 
(Rogers, 2003). In this study, the Australian National Curriculum is considered an innovation. 
Diffusion of innovation is a concept suggesting that customers first enter a market at different 
times, depending on their attitude to innovation. As such, the diffusion of innovation model 
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may support school leaders who are interested in investigation of teachers’ level of 
engagement during implementation of a curriculum change relevant to time.      
School leadership has been dominated by two conceptual models: instructional and 
transformational (Hallinger, 2003; Jeffers, 2010; Ritchie, Tobin, Roth, & Carambo, 2007; 
Tuytens & Devos, 2010). Instructional leadership practices employ designated leaders to 
manage school systems and structures. This leadership style is more directive and focused on 
curriculum and instruction. In contrast, transformational leadership practices are more 
supportive and congruent with culture change. Transformational leadership is a concept 
introduced nearly thirty-five years ago by the political scientist James MacGregor Burns. The 
notion has since been put to use by a number of leadership theorists (Rudnick, 2007). Ritchie 
et al, (2007), Tuyens and Devos (2010) and Hallinger, (2003) believe that effective leadership 
includes basic elements from both leadership models. For the purpose of this thesis, 
transformational leadership is used as Sun and Leithwood (2012) argue that instructional 
leadership is a subset of transformational leadership and that  “evidence has suggested that 
transformational practices augment effects above transactional leadership alone” (p.419). 
1.7 Overview of methodology   
This study used a quantitative survey methodology to collect data (n = 69) from 
participants who taught the National Curriculum subjects of Science, Mathematics and 
English in high school. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
(CFA) were used to verify the factor structure of the questionnaire (Ary, Jacobs, & Sorensen, 
2010; Field, 2009). Teachers, through their Heads of Department (HoD) were asked to 
respond to items designed to elicit their perceptions of the principal’s transformational 
leadership skills and their perceptions of the new curriculum. Questionnaire items are 
contextualised to the study and based on Leithwood’s (1994) model (cited in, Yu, et al., 2002) 
of transformational leadership and Fullan’s (2007) model of educational change. Descriptive 
statistics are presented, Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) explored group perceptions based on 
faculties, correlations were conducted to examine the relationship between teachers’ 
perceptions of school leadership and their perceptions of curriculum change, and finally 
multiple regression models were employed to examine whether teachers’ perceptions of the 
Australian National Curriculum are influenced by their perceptions of the principals’ 
transformational leadership skills.   
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1.8 Outline of the report   
This research is structured using five chapters. Chapter 1, Introduction, has described 
the background to the research study, provided the purpose and research questions, given a 
short overview of methods used, discussed the significance of the study and outlined the 
contents of each chapter.  
Chapter 2, Literature Review, examines the literature on a National Curriculum from a 
school perspective rather than a historical perspective, and broadly looks at the diffusion of 
innovations model. Leadership models are discussed, such as instructional, transformational 
and distributed leadership. Teachers’ perceptions of curriculum change are discussed based 
on Fullan’s (2007) model with the chapter identifying the gap in the research being filled by 
the study. Finally, the chapter concludes by summarising the literature review, drawing the 
implications for the research, and identifying the contribution of the research. 
Chapter 3, Methodology, provides details of the design method used in this research 
study. This study used cross-sectional design to collect data via a survey. Chapter 4, Results, 
displays and discusses how the data were analysed in regards to the teachers’ perceptions of 
the principal’s leadership and their perceptions of the National Curriculum. An Exploratory 
and Confirmatory Factor Analysis were conducted to verify the instrument with description 
of the study presented. Analysis of Variance was used to explore Mathematics, Science and 
English group differences with three multiple regressions conducted to explore the extent to 
which teachers’ perceptions of principal’s leadership predict their perceptions of the 
implementation of the National Curriculum.  
Chapter 5, Discussion and Conclusion, conducts an in-depth review of  the research 
findings and discusses the theoretical implications of the findings in the light of the research 
questions. Implications of the findings are discussed with considerations for policy and 
practice in the context of the study. It becomes evident that the current results support and 
align to a number of previous studies. Limitations are discussed and directions for future 
study are put forward.   
1.9 Conclusion  
Research prior to this study suggests that a principal’s leadership has an influence on 
teachers’ perceptions of educational change. However, findings from overseas research 
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cannot necessarily be applied to the context of this study, as curriculum and culture differ 
significantly over schools and regions. Thus, the research in this study will make an important 
contribution to our understanding of how teachers perceive the new curriculum during 
implementation and their school principal during a time of curriculum change, and may 
inform the decisions made by principals during the implementation of the new National 
Curriculum.  
Change is inevitable as the Australian National Curriculum begun, and draws near to 
implementation in some areas. Employing appropriate research to understand teachers’ 
perceptions of curriculum change and leadership enables informed decisions that provide 
reasonable answers to solve a problem (R. Burns, 2000). The problem for teachers and 
principals in Australia, who are now called upon to respond to a compulsory curriculum is 
that there is scarce empirical data to support an understanding of teachers’ perceptions, which 
several authors see as crucial during early implementation of educational change (Fullan, 
2007; Jeffers, 2010; Tuytens & Devos, 2009, 2010; Yu, et al., 2002).  
This research will provide data which may assist principals and school leaders in 
supporting classroom teachers through the change process. The study will make a significant 
contribution to our understanding of teachers’ perceptions during a time of curriculum change 
and has the potential to inform school leaders and practitioners as the roll-out of the National 
Curriculum continues. The study aims to fill the gap in research by quantifying teachers’ 
perceptions of the principal’s leadership during the early phase of the implementation of the 
National Curriculum.   
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Chapter 2 - Literature review 
 
2.1 Introduction 
It is currently less than two years since a staged implementation of the Australian 
National Curriculum began in Queensland which was initiated by the Australian Federal 
Government. By December 2014, most teachers in Australia will plan, teach, and report using 
the National Curriculum framework. This chapter will not attempt to catalogue the 
development of a National Curriculum or ‘case-history’ various aspects. Rather this study 
seeks to explore teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership in introducing the 
Australian National Curriculum – and whether teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s 
leadership influence how they perceive the implementation of an Australian National 
Curriculum.     
The intent of this section is to outline the literature that underpins the key variables 
relevant to the research study. The chapter reviews aspects of the National Curriculum and 
discusses change processes including diffusion of innovations. A review of the literature is 
presented with respect to the two major study variables: leadership and teachers’ perceptions 
of curriculum change. Both of these areas have been investigated, but not together within the 
context of implementing an Australian National Curriculum.  This research is an effort to 
examine the relationship between these variables in a manner that has not been done to date.  
The chapter presents ideas in four main sections (Figure 2.1). First, the chapter 
discusses the important historical context of significant change and now widely accepted 
view that Australia should have one curriculum for school students, rather than the eight 
different arrangements that existed historically (Reid, 2005). Second, it investigates change 
agents, and the consequences of introducing innovations such as an Australian National 
Curriculum through Roger’s (2003) Diffusion theory. The literature indicates that educational 
changes at the school level show a tendency for failure rather than success (Cuban, 1999; 
Fullan, 1992; Ainscow et al.,1998; Glower and Hagon, 1998; Lipman, 1997; cited in Weedall, 
2004). Diffusion theory offers a broad framework that can be applied in the field of education 
across a variety of contexts (Rogaoza, 2009). Third, the chapter considers Leithwood’s (1994) 
leadership model as a strategic approach to implement curriculum change which 
acknowledges the external demands and influences such as government and other agencies. 
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Finally, the chapter offers some reflections on teachers’ perceptions of curriculum change 
using Fullan’s (2007) new meaning of educational change.  
 
Figure 2.1:  Framework for literature review 
2.2 The Australian National Curriculum in a globalised world   
A National Curriculum is a highly disruptive innovation in Australian schooling history, 
and it is important to understand the scale of the change. In Australia, from the 1870s, school 
education has been the constitutional responsibility of the states, not the Federal government, 
but this has been changing over some decades (Brennan & Williams, 2009). However, once 
the Commonwealth began funding schools in 1963, the educational dynamics changed by 
way of linking funding to perceived national interests. In 1968 an approach towards a 
National Curriculum was highlighted when the then Minister for Education, Malcolm Fraser 
commented that the Commonwealth had a special interest in reducing the differences between 
what is taught in the various states (Reid, 2005). In June 2003, the Commonwealth Education 
Minister, Dr Brendan Nelson, caused a minor stir across the nation when he made a vigorous 
call for a National Curriculum, explaining that we had eight different educational 
jurisdictions, eight different commencement ages and eight different curricula. Reid (2005) 
Research questions 
Literature review Key concepts 
Introducing 
innovation 
(Rogers, 2003) 
Teachers’ perception 
 (Fullan, 2007) 
Australian 
National 
Curriculum 
Transformational leadership 
(Leithwood, 1994) 
Independent 
variable 
Dependent 
Variable 
Chapter 3 – Methodology 
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explains that it is widely accepted that Australia should have one curriculum for school 
students, rather than the eight different arrangements that existed historically. 
When the Labor government came to power in Australia in 2007 it replaced the 
Conservative government that had been in power for over a decade. An ‘education 
revolution’ was a key policy platform of this new centre-left Labor party. In the years 
following the election the Australian government has moved to implement a National 
Curriculum from Kindergarten to Year 12 as one of the centrepieces of this ‘education 
revolution’. The National Curriculum will ultimately replace the various current state based 
versions. An Australian curriculum in the 21st century needs to acknowledge the changing 
ways in which young people are educated (ACARA, 2010).  
Australia is not the first country to implement a National Curriculum. In 1988, the 
British Parliament passed the Education Reform Act, which was a landmark act that created a 
National Curriculum. Silvernail (1996) describes the problems of implementing England’s 
National Curriculum, in particular the difficulties faced by the task group charged with 
developing the assessment system which was given only five months. Silvernail (1996) notes 
the pace of change was hectic which created havoc for teachers with one teacher remarking 
“It is not the National Curriculum, it is the national chameleon” (p 46). Across the education 
sectors in Queensland, there is an enthusiasm for the new curriculum but after ongoing 
consultation there is also a common concern that adequate time is needed to fully prepare 
with confidence (Ryan, 2010; Trenwith, 2010).      
Perhaps one of the significant challenges to the idea of a national curriculum is that 
there is no ‘single’ description of curriculum (Fullan, 2007; March, 2004; March. & Willis, 
2007). March and Wills (2007) explain curriculum is best understood as a composite of what 
is intended in the classroom (the planned curriculum), what happens in the classroom (the 
enacted curriculum) and what influences individuals (the experienced curriculum). Macken-
Horarik (2011) describes a curriculum as a knowledge structure outlining what is to be 
learned in what order. However, some researchers view the current National Curriculum as a 
syllabus (see Brennan, 2011; Gilbert, 2011). Gilbert argues that the debate about the history 
curriculum has focused on ‘which history to teach’ rather than on ‘why teach history’. 
Consequently, the conversations about history curriculum have been narrowly delineated. 
Brennan, looking more generally at the national curriculum project as a whole, suggests that 
the curriculum with its emphasis on ‘specifying content and sequence of content by year level 
of schooling’ is a syllabus rather than a curriculum document. 
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The process for developing the Australian curriculum has been designed to generate 
broad engagement with, and discussion and feedback about, the shape and content of the 
Australian curriculum which involves four interrelated phases: curriculum shaping, 
curriculum writing, implementation and curriculum evaluation and review. Development of 
the Australian curriculum continued with a third version released in October 2011 (ACARA, 
2011). The Australian Curriculum has been written to equip young Australians with the 
knowledge, understanding and skills that will enable them to engage effectively with, and 
prosper in, society, to compete in a globalised world and to thrive in the information-rich 
workplaces of the future (ACARA, 2011.  p.26). 
In the 21st century, Australia’s capacity to provide a high quality of living will depend 
on the ability to compete on the global stage (MCRRTYA, 2008). Globalising process are 
destabilising and reconstructing nation states everywhere, with particular acuteness in 
peripheral countries such as Australia (Bauman, 2006; Hirst & Thompson, 1999; cited in 
Brennan & Williams, 2009). Lam (2010) describes globalisation as the buzzword of the 
decade with a perception of urgency to respond to a new world order. The emergence of the 
global knowledge economy has put a premium on learning throughout the world. 
Opportunities for learning have become increasingly important for countries to compete in a 
global economy (ACARA, 2010; Bezzina, et al., 2008; Kwong Lee Dow, 2003; Lam, 2010; 
MCRRTYA, 2008; National Curriculum Board, 2008; World Bank Staff (CB), 2003). Lam 
(2010) describes globalisation as technology, economy, knowledge, people, values and ideas 
and is also known as mobility in many forms such as information, knowledge, people and 
employment (p. 74). Skyrme (2002) suggests that there are three interlocking forces driving 
and changing the rules of the knowledge economy relating to business and national 
competitiveness, and these are:  
 Globalisation: materials and information are becoming readily available;  
 Information/knowledge intensity: conceptual tools such as theories and practices are 
more important than physical tools; and  
 Network connectivity: the human element is vital in the way it communicates 
information  
Globalisation has an impact on education (MCRRTYA, 2008; National Curriculum 
Board, 2008) in particular the design of policy and planning (Lam, 2010). Globalisation and 
technology have changed many aspects of life over the last decade (ACARA, 2010), which 
has resulted in wider and broader education opportunities and goals (Lam, 2010). Lifelong 
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learning is crucial in enabling learners to compete in a global economy, which relies on ideas 
and the application of technology (World Bank Staff (CB), 2003). While a National 
Curriculum may be the only tool capable of influencing a coherent national response to 
globalisation and technology change, (Bezzina, et al., 2008) continual growth and expansion 
may be expected in higher education for improvements for an ideal future in the knowledge-
based world (Lam, 2010). Fee and Seemann (2003) recognise the importance of innovation 
which drives the knowledge economy;  
Innovation above all else provides the engine for economic growth which 
is the single most decisive factor influencing a country’s standard of 
living, almost regardless of the larger economy. Innovation along with 
knowledge development and management that drive it, are the building 
blocks of an information society and a knowledge economy. (p.1)  
Such an understanding of the driving forces guide a national curriculum narrative which 
aims to bring about national conformity and consistency, to ensure Australia has a 
competitive economic edge to address perceived global imperatives (Ditchburn, 2012a, 
2012b). Social theorists such as Rogers (2003) suggest understanding the driving forces of a 
global economy requires a model to ensure a smooth transition from understanding 
innovations to implementation of ideas, processes and practices in any organisation, including 
schools.  
2.3 Introducing innovation in schools 
In the early 1960s, themes that described the implementation of innovations became 
evident with the example of a diffusion model by Rogers (2003). This model describes a 
social process based on research from observing agricultural innovations. Later, Fullan and 
colleagues (Fullan, Bennett, & Rolheiser-Bennett, 1990) reviewed curriculum implementation 
since the 1950s and suggested four themes, which they labelled (1) adoption, (2) 
implementation (3) standardisation, and (4) restructuring. Rogers (2003), Fullan (2007), 
March and Willis (2007) note that a number of innovation failures, particularly during the 
1960s, were due to the naïve belief that adoption was enough to ensure successful 
implementation of innovation in the classroom. During the 1970s, the attention shifted 
towards implementation and numerous studies were undertaken. Fullan et al., (1990) argued 
that these studies were of little value in understanding implementation as “schools are not in 
the business of implementing innovations one at a time, they are in the business of managing 
multiple innovation simultaneously” (p.3 cited in, March. & Willis, 2007).  
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An innovation is an idea, practice, or object perceived as new by an individual or other 
unit of adoption. An idea or new practice is diffused through a communication channel by 
which messages get from one individual to another. Communication takes time and is 
dependent on the opinion leaders of a social system (Rogers, 2003). In the 1930’s, Austrian 
economist Joseph Schumpeter identified innovation as a key contributor to economic growth. 
Fee and Seemann (2003) note that it may be difficult to implement innovation in the early 
stages, but people who adopt innovation principles outgrow their competitors. Rogers (2003) 
identifies attributes in innovation adoption that contribute to successful implementation, these 
include:  
 Relative advantages: Is the new idea better than the idea it replaces?  
 Status: The perceived importance of the innovation 
 Relative strength: What are the benefits if the innovation is used?  
 Compatibility: Does the innovation relate to existing values and beliefs?  
 Trialability: The flexibility with which the innovation can be tried  
Rogers (2003) explains the diffusion of an innovation process (Figure 2.2) as a social 
process in which new knowledge is communicated through a social network over a period of 
time. Diffusion occurs within a social structure where norms and roles of opinion leaders 
(principal) affect the diffusion process (teachers’ perceptions) (Rogers, 2003). Diffusion 
(Figure 2.2) is the process by which an innovation (Innovation I) is communicated 
(Innovation II) through certain channels (Innovation III) over time among the members of a 
social system. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2.2: The Diffusion Process   
 
 
 
(Reproduced from Rogers, 2003) 
  Wayne Batiste   23 
 
An abbreviated explanation in relation to the Australian National Curriculum using 
Rogers (2003; p.12) Diffusion process may include the following:  
 Innovation: An Australian National Curriculum is perceived as a new idea or practice 
by teachers. ‘Newness’ need not just involve new knowledge but may be expressed in 
terms of knowledge, persuasion, or a decision to adopt.  
 Communication: Diffusion is a particular type of communication in which the 
message process informs a new idea to one or several others. For example, at its most 
elementary form, the process involves (1) an innovation such as the National 
Curriculum, (2) an individual  (principal) or a group (HoD) has knowledge of, or has 
experienced using the innovation, (3) translates the message to other individuals 
(teachers), and (4) a relationship that connects the two (principal and teachers).    
 Time: refers to the number of members of the system who adopt the innovation in a 
given time.  
 Social system: The members may be informed groups, organisations and/or subgroups.  
Currently schools in Australia have moved or are moving from a paradigm of state 
curriculum approaches to teaching and learning to delivery of an integrated new National 
Curriculum. Communication of a new National Curriculum to teachers, as previously 
described, should be in a language they understand, and emphasise the need to relate to 
values, beliefs and past experiences of teachers in their social system (Rogers, 2003). Rogers 
(2003) explains that when an innovation such as a National Curriculum is diffused into 
society users can be generally categorised based on innovativeness (Figure 2.3).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2.3: Innovation curve 
 
(Reproduced from Rogers, 2003)
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The first of five categories is the innovator, who is largely interested in new ideas. From 
an education perspective, the innovators are generally academics. Next is the early adopter, 
generally a government body, which in turn relies on a support mechanism such as; research, 
ethics and laws to provide empirical knowledge. The early majority are generally school 
leaders and forward thinking teachers, while the late majority considers the idea worthwhile 
and follow. At the end of the innovation cycle are the laggards who are pushed to adopt the 
innovation. Diffusion theory offers a broad framework that can be applied in the field of 
education across a variety of contexts. Introducing an educational innovation, such as the 
Australian curriculum into any school context involves some challenge to existing practices 
(Jeffers, 2010). How teachers perceive the changes are crucial, as this will affect their 
willingness to adopt new ideas (Rogers, 2003).  
In an already crowded curriculum, an innovation cannot simply be added. Research in 
Ireland (National Council for Curriculum and Assessment, 2010) found an overload of 
curriculum in primary schools with a strong message coming from teachers and principal 
teachers during two phases of review of the Primary School Curriculum (1999) that they did 
not have enough time to 'teach it all.' The report examined recent and ongoing experiences of, 
and responses to, the complex issue of curriculum overload in other countries and regions; 
such as New Zealand, Singapore, Korea and Scotland. As such, the learning experience could 
be integrated, rather than expanding the curriculum. Research that identifies effective action 
to ensure smooth innovation practices is paramount. As Kwong Lee Dow (2003) explains, 
education and research are the twin engines of innovation – for economics, for business and, 
no less, for schools. Education research can help power innovation in schools.   
2.4 Leadership in curriculum change   
A common definition of leadership is the exercise of influence over others’ practices 
(Christie & Lingard 2001, Lingard  et al. 2003, Seers et al. 2003, cited in  Ritchie, et al., 
2007). Therefore, people who assist or guide an individual to achieve their goals, allowing 
them to be effective, are considered leaders. In education, teachers can be leaders if their 
practices encourage colleagues to improve their educational practices.  Also, students can be 
leaders if they create opportunities for peers and teachers to improve their practices.  
Research has consistently found school principals’ leadership in curriculum change to be a 
key contributing factor when it comes to explaining successful change, school improvement, 
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or school effectiveness (Hall and Hord, 1987; Edmonds, 1997; Rutter et al., 1997; Edmonds, 
1979, Leithwood and Montgometry, 1982; cited in Hallinger, 2003).   
Williams (2005) describes leadership as the ability to diagnose the specific nature of the 
most critical challenges a group or organisation faces. Also necessary is the ability to 
understand the kind of leadership strategies needed to address that challenge, apply practices 
to help people face reality, attend to demanding problems, and ensure that the enterprise is 
given its best shot at success. Williams (2005) explains that much of what passes for ‘good 
leadership’ today only appears effective because people are blindly following their leaders. 
Part of the problem is that some leaders focus on ‘showing the way’ while fundamentally real 
leadership should get people to confront reality and change values, habits, practices and 
priorities in order to deal with the real threat or the real opportunity people face.  
Mulford (2005) suggests, on the basis of findings from a large Australian school 
leadership research project, that distributed leadership should involve teachers in the 
decision-making process (cited in, Moos, 2012). Moos (2012) and Hickman (2012) argue 
against the claim that distributed leadership is another name for instructional leadership, 
saying distributed leadership should involve leaders and teachers as sharing the decision 
making process so teachers feel cared for, and valued, and both leader and teacher be given 
opportunities to learn from each other. 
Instructional and Transformational leadership are two approaches that have been 
prominent in education for over a decade (Hallinger, 2003; Ritchie, et al., 2007; Tuytens & 
Devos, 2010) Instructional leadership practices employ designated leaders to manage school 
systems and structures. This leadership style is more directive and focused on curriculum and 
instruction. In contrast, Transformational leadership practices are more supportive and 
congruent with culture change. Transformational leadership is a concept first introduced 
nearly thirty-five years ago by the political scientist James MacGregor Burns. He had 
developed the idea from his biographical studies of Franklin Delano Roosevelt, John F. 
Kennedy, and Lyndon Johnson. The notion has since been put to use by a number of 
leadership theorists (Rudnick, 2007). In the past 20 years, many studies have examined 
transformational leadership and performance in a wide variety of settings. Transformational 
leadership has been associated with producing positive change in education (Harvey, Royal 
and Stout, 2003; Tucker, Bass and Daniel, 1990; cited in Bass & Riggio, 2005). Bass and 
Riggio (2005) conclude that;  
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A common criticism (and misconception) of transformational leadership is 
that it is all smoke and mirrors—a feel-good type of leadership that leads to 
happy followers but does not affect group performance. However, it is clear 
that transformational leadership does indeed affect group performance, 
regardless of whether performance is measured subjectively or by more 
objective means. Moreover, transformational leadership does lead to 
performance beyond expectations in relation to transactional leadership. 
What is often overlooked is how transformational leaders help develop 
followers to be better contributors to the group effort—more creative, more 
resistant to stress, more flexible and open to change, and more likely to one 
day become transformational leaders themselves (p.56). 
Ritchie et al., (2007), Tuytens and Devos (2010) and Hallinger, (2003) believe that 
effective leadership includes basic elements from both leadership models. Leithwood (2009) 
explains that people in schools are considerably more complex than can be captured by such 
blanket leadership descriptors as distributed, transformational, instructional, visionary and so 
on. A study in the 1970s turned up 130 definitions of leadership (J. Burns, 1978) with 
Kendrick (2011) suggesting that no one leadership style will work in all organisations, while 
O’Brien, Murphy and Draper (2008) lead to the point that leadership descriptors are a way 
into viewing the complexity of the issues of the day, and that leadership and indeed schools 
cannot be examined without giving proper consideration to the political context. In a modern 
democratic society such as Australia, publicly funded schools are controlled by the state 
which expects efficient and effective operations, and therefore controls the empowerment of 
education through funding (O'Brien, et al., 2008). While the variables of funding in the 
political context may influence leadership, these considerations and discussions are outside 
the scope of this study.     
Educational change requires strong and active leadership which is seen as crucial for 
the success of a new curriculum (Jeffers, 2010). Leadership of educational change has been 
dominated by the two conceptual models previously described: Instructional and 
Transformational (Hallinger, 2003; Ritchie, et al., 2007; Tuytens & Devos, 2010). 
Transformational leadership which focuses on a bottom-up approach to school improvement 
is believed to increase the commitment of the staff who see the relationship between what 
they are trying to accomplish and the mission of the school (Hallinger, 2003; Leithwood, 
1994). Several studies reinforce the conclusion that transformational leadership has an impact 
on teachers’ perceptions of school conditions, their commitment to change, and the 
organisational learning that takes place (Bogler, 2001; Day et al., 2001; Fullan, 2002; cited in 
Hallinger, 2003; Leithwood, 1994; Leithwood, et al., 2009).  Leithwood et al., (1994) 
developed a model of transformational leadership (Figure 2.4) from research in schools which 
  Wayne Batiste   27 
 
concluded that transformational leadership accounted for 46% of the variation in teachers’ 
commitment to educational change. This model describes three broad clusters of leadership 
practices, such as;  
 Setting direction which includes building a shared vision, developing consensus about 
goals and priorities, and creating high performance expectations; 
 Developing people including providing individualised support, offering intellectual 
stimulation, and modelling important values and practices; and  
 Redesigning the organisation including building a collaborative culture, creating and 
maintaining shared decision-making structures and processes, and building 
relationships with parents and the wider community.     
Yu, et al., (2002) used the model presented in Figure 2.4 to assess the contribution of 
transformational leadership practices to the commitment of 2,941 teachers to change in 
primary schools in Hong Kong. Yu, et al., (2002) found the transformational leadership 
model travelled well across contexts with the same patterns and relationships among leaders 
and followers as American studies with claims the model tended to remain stable. Yu et al., 
(2002) found strong significant effects of transformational leadership on school conditions 
such as, school goals, culture, programs, polices and resources and weak but significant 
effects (11%) on teachers’ commitment to change. These findings indicate transformational 
leadership does indeed affect group performance. For this reason, the transformational 
leadership model will form the basis to develop constructs to measure teachers’ perceptions 
of school leadership. The first two aspects of transformational leadership, setting direction 
and developing people are relevant to the current study and will be discussed in more depth.  
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(Reproduced from Yu, H., Leithwood, K., & Jantzi, D. (2002). The effects of transformational leadership 
on teachers' commitment to change in Hong Kong. Journal of Education Administration, 40(4/5), 368.) 
Figure 2.4: A model for explaining the development of teachers’ commitment to change  
Setting Direction 
A critical aspect of leadership is setting direction which helps teachers to develop a 
shared understanding about the school, its activities and goals which in turn, can instil a sense 
of purpose or vision (Hallinger & Heck, 2002; cited in Hallinger, 2003). Bass and Riggio 
(2005) stress the importance of setting direction by suggesting “the leader who avoids setting 
direction, shows lack of caring for what the followers do” (p. 193). The most fundamental 
theoretical explanations for the importance of direction setting practices on the part of leaders 
are goal-based theories of human motivation (Bandura, 1986; Ford, 1992; Locke et al., cited 
in Yu, et al., 2002). According to such theories, people are motivated by goals which they 
find personally compelling, as well as challenging, but achievable. Having such goals helps 
people make sense of their work and enables them to find a sense of identity for themselves 
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within their work context (Yu, et al., 2002). Often cited as helping set direction are such 
specific practices as: 
 Identifying and articulating vision;  
 Fostering the acceptance of group goals; and  
 Creating high performance expectations. 
(Bennis, 1984; cited in Yu, et al., 2002) 
Vision is the ability to see freely what helps in the quest for better schools (Achilles, 
1987).  Vision is to have the foresight to see where the school is going; to have insight about 
where the implementation of a National Curriculum will be in one year, in two years, in five 
years. The principal’s vision identifies and articulates new opportunities and practices for the 
school to develop and understand a vision for the future. The principal must envisage a better 
school when implementing a National Curriculum, articulate the educational outcomes to 
others, and orchestrate consensus on the purpose of the vision.    
Group goals are the ability to help followers see clearly what the right thing is to do. 
Transformational leaders create the drive for shared goals and visions (Kendrick, 2011). 
Group goals encourage followers to believe in the higher purposes of the work, which builds 
follower commitment, effort, and performance (Bass & Riggio, 2005). At the classroom or 
school level, the shared goal perspective allows for the possibility that teachers and schools 
can achieve group goals in different ways. The shared goal perspective suggests that there 
may be multiple pathways to improve schools, not just one path that all must travel 
(Harackiewicz, Barron, Pintrich, Elliot, & Thrash, 2002).  
Colton (1985), Brown and Anfara (2003) suggest visionary leaders establish goals and 
objectives for individual and group action. As such, the principal must actively work to 
support and encourage teachers to implement a National Curriculum through established 
priorities, goals and objectives that ultimately transform into successful actions. Even when 
the implementation of a compulsory National Curriculum is introduced with clear goals and 
objectives; the rate, development and competency of making the change will vary 
individually. Some teachers will perceive the new priorities immediately, while some will 
need additional time, a few will avoid the change for a long time. Rogers (2003) describes 
this process as the diffusion of an innovation and calls the avoiders of change “laggards”. As 
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such, leaders of change could consider the effect of ‘Laggards’ when establishing priorities 
for school goals and objectives.   
Several authors blend these two factors (Achilles, 1987; Brown & Anfara, 2003; Colton, 
1985; Yu, et al., 2002) – vision and goals – which theoretically support each other. For 
example; the Australian National Curriculum represents a vision and commitment to the 
notion of an entitlement to a world-class education for all young Australians (Hill, 2011), 
with the Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals (2008) setting the direction for 
Australian schooling for the next 10 years. 
High expectations are set by the transformational leader, which induce greater 
commitment to the effort and positively influence teachers’ performance in schools (Bass & 
Riggio, 2005). High expectations raise a particular form of self-esteem, or self-efficacy, in 
teachers, instilling in them the idea that they can indeed perform up to high expectations and 
assuring them that the leader will help ensure that they have the means to do it (Eden and 
Sulimani, 2002; cited in Bass & Riggio, 2005).  
High expectations are behaviours that demonstrate leaders’ expectations for excellence, 
quality and high performance on the part of teachers (Yu, et al., 2002). Acker-Hocevar, Curz-
Janzen and Wilson’s (2012) research on seven primary schools in Florida reports the 
comments of a principal who describes teachers as having intrinsically high expectations, 
they are “better today than they’ve ever been, they are better trained and prepared, their 
delivery is far more perfect” (p. 127). Yu, et al., (2002) explain intrinsic high expectations 
may sharpen teachers’ perception of curriculum change by viewing the gap between the 
school leadership’s vision and what is currently being implemented.   
Several authors consider having high expectations when implementing change as 
important. Acker-Hocevar, Curz-Janzen and Wilson (2012) present research findings from 
seven primary schools located in low income and minority communities that achieve and 
continue to maintain high levels of academic achievement over several years. The 
overarching and interrelated factors that contribute to the success of the schools are based on 
leadership from the ground up with decisions that are embedded in high expectations and 
scaffolding for all students, faculty and staff. In one school, the principal stresses high 
expectations for her staff and students. She acknowledges the school has maintained an ‘A’ 
grade due to her high expectations while working collaboratively to ensure colleagues have 
the capacity to achieve the high achievements she expects. 
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Developing People 
Development of teachers can be achieved by providing clear and compelling school 
directions which contribute significantly to teachers’ work-related motivations (Lord & 
Maher, 1993). The ability to engage in such practices depends, in part, on leaders’ knowledge 
of the “technical core” of schooling – what is required to improve the quality of teaching and 
learning – often invoked by the term “instructional leadership” (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; 
Sheppard, 1996). But this ability also is part of what is now being referred to as leaders’ 
emotional intelligence (Goleman et al., 2002). More specific sets of leadership practices 
significantly and positively influencing these direct experiences include, for example: 
 Offering intellectual stimulation; 
 Providing individualised support (Louis et al., 1999, cited in Yu, et al., 2002); and 
 Modelling appropriate values and practices (Ross, 1995; Ross et al., 1996; cited in Yu, 
et al., 2002).  
A leader who stimulates intellectual needs through disciplined imagination is a devotee 
of ideas, knowledge and values according to Burns (1978). This study examines intellectual 
stimulation in a broad sense that aims to motivate teachers to consider their assumptions 
about what they are doing for their students as professionals. Hickman (2012) alludes that 
leaders stimulate followers to be innovative and creative by questioning assumptions, 
reframing problems, and approaching old situations in new ways.  Intellectual stimulation is 
among the key characteristics of emotional intelligence where transformational leaders are 
able to instil hope, trust and positive affectivity via personal and social relationships (Held & 
McKimm, 2012). 
In 2007 and 2008, the International Project to Frame the Transformation of Schools, 
was conducted in Australia, China, England, Finland, the United States and Wales with the 
intent to establish and secure success for students. The study used fifty indicators to gauge 
effective leadership; with the majority of indicators being evident in each of the case study 
schools. In the case in China, Caldwell (2009, cited in Dinham, Anderson, Caldwell, & 
Weldon, 2011) described ten indicators as intellectual capital, which suggests intellectual 
stimulation is not only important in leading change, but also transcends national boundaries.  
Recent evidence suggests that such intelligence displayed, for example, through the 
personal attention devoted by a principal to a teacher and the use of the principal’s capacities 
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increases levels of enthusiasm and optimism, reduces frustration, transmits a sense of mission 
and indirectly increases performance (McColl-Kennedy & Anderson, 2002). Individualised 
support is founded on trust. An individual must exhibit high moral and ethical standards. 
These are the foundations that begin the bond between leaders and followers (Kendrick, 
2011).  A key element of transformational leadership is role modelling desirable behaviours. 
Showing a willingness to change one’s own behaviour when it is counterproductive is likely 
to rub off on followers (Bass & Riggio, 2005).  
Support from the principal is one of the behaviours within Path-goal theory which gives 
consideration to the needs of participants, displaying concern for their welfare, and creating a 
friendly climate in the work unit, or in situations when the task is stressful, boring, tedious 
and dangerous (Hickman, 2012). Having a supportive principal can make all the difference 
for a teacher during the early stage of implementing change. Supporting teachers will provide 
an outlet for them to pursue valuable goals and advice, and allows teachers to share best 
practices and success stories.  
A leader who models goals and objectives is setting examples for staff to follow that are 
consistent with values the school leader advocates. This leadership dimension is aimed at 
enhancing teachers’ beliefs about their own capacities, their sense of self-efficacy (Yu, et al., 
2002). Charisma is the inspirational motivation of transformational leadership (Bass, 1985; 
Bass & Avolio, 1994; Bass & Riggio, 2006; cited in Hickman, 2012).The distinct theory of 
charismatic leadership explains leaders who have profound and extraordinary effects over 
their followers. Authentic charismatic transformational leaders model and embrace the 
mission and vision of the team (Hickman, 2012).      
2.5 Teachers’ perceptions of change   
Fullan (2007) suggests that more and more evidence points to a small number of 
interactive factors that affect teachers’ perceptions of change. The factors influencing whether 
or not teachers will embrace change include: need, clarity, complexity, and quality (Figure 
2.5). These give insight into the extent to which teachers change their practice, beliefs, and 
use of new materials in the direction of curriculum change. 
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Figure 2.5: Interactive Factors Affecting Implementation  
Some researchers argue that teachers resist classroom change by decoupling from the 
instructional environment by making symbolic changes to classroom practices which buffer 
the classroom from environmental changes. (Deal & Celotti, 1980; Driscoll, 1995; Firstone, 
1985; Malen, Ogawa, & Kranz, 1990; Meyer, & Rowan, 1997; 1998; cited in Coburn, 2004). 
Coburn (2004) argued against the claim that teachers decoupled from the institutional 
environment suggesting that external pressures penetrate the classroom in a more substantive 
way based on beliefs and values.  In spite of this argument, few studies have examined the 
relationship between teachers’ perceptions and their response to school leaders’ influence 
during implementation of innovations (Coburn, 2004, 2005; Tuytens & Devos, 2010).  
Principals shape teachers’ perceptions to see things in a certain way with respect to 
implementing reform initiatives (Hallinger, 2003). Coburn (2005) argues that principals 
influence teachers’ perceptions by shaping the micro-processes of teacher interpretation and 
adaption when implementing change in the classroom. Research by Coburn (2001) and 
Spillane et al., (2002) suggests teachers are influenced by prior knowledge, the social context 
within which they work, and the nature of their connections to reform messages.   
No matter how perceptions are viewed, Fullan (2007) believes that good leadership is 
crucial for the success of any school improvement. Fullan (2007) notes that although the idea 
of implementation of change and the factors affecting actual change (Figure 2.5) seem simple 
enough, the successful implementation of change has been exceedingly elusive. For example, 
despite efforts in the 1960s and 1970s when a variety of changes were implemented in 
schools, there were few lasting effects (Fink & Stoll, 2001). Perceptions of change and 
influences on these perceptions, such as good leadership, are far more important than people 
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may think. Since the late 1990s, the education standards movement has taught people that 
curriculum change without genuine collaboration is an exercise in futility and frustration 
(Reeves, 2007). Meaningful school improvement begins with good leadership.  
Fullan’s (2007) factors of change (Figure 2.5) are detailed in the following section to 
help understand the construction of teachers’ perceptions, in particular their knowledge, skills 
and attitudes towards the implementation of the Australian National Curriculum. This 
construction of personal meaning shapes their professional behaviour in dealing with 
curriculum change (Coldron & Smith, 1999).  
Need 
Need is one of the four ‘readiness factors’ (Need, Clarity, Complexity and 
Quality/Practical) of change which Fullan (2007) identifies as strongly related to success of 
implementation. Teachers must agree on the importance of the curriculum and acknowledge 
the curriculum is appropriate for their school  (Floch et al., 2006; cited in Tuytens & Devos, 
2010). Desimone (2009) explains when new knowledge, such as a new curriculum is 
implemented into a school, teachers should be guided to understand the need through 
professional development.  Many innovations are attempted without careful examination of 
whether or not they address what are perceived to be priority needs, and often teachers do not 
see the need for an advocated change (Fullan, 2007). The importance of perceived or felt need 
is obvious; however, its role is not all that straightforward.  Fullan identifies at least three 
complications, which are:  
1. Schools are faced with overloaded improvement agendas. Therefore, it is a question 
not only of whether a given need is important, but also of how important it is relative 
to other needs.  
2. Precise needs are often not clear at the beginning, especially with complex change. 
People often become clearer about their needs only when they start doing things, that 
is, during implementation itself.  
3. Need interacts with the other factors to produce different patterns. Depending on the 
pattern, need can become further clarified or obfuscated during the implementation 
process.   
Miles (1984) similarly offers considerations that may support teachers during the early stage 
of implementation:   
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People involved must perceive both that the needs being addressed are 
significant and that they are making at least some progress towards meeting 
them. Early rewards and some tangible success are critical incentives 
during implementation (cited in, Fullan, 2007 p. 89). 
Brennan (2011) questions whether the current approach to National Curriculum is 
educationally sound.  Her report argues the need to support teachers and schools on the 
educational front. In particular, the need to provide proper infrastructure, the need to provide 
feedback loops into policy and development, and the need to provide appropriate evolving 
and specific relationships among levels of government. She explains without the appropriate 
needs, all the important educational work on National Curriculum may well be undone. Reid 
(2005) argued strongly for the need for a well-articulated rationale in the National 
Curriculum, however several researchers (Atweh & Goos, 2011; Aubusson, 2011; Brennan, 
2011; Gilbert, 2011) argue that the rationale conveys political needs (such as efficient use of 
resources, achieving world standard curriculum and ensuring curriculum consistency) rather 
than educational agendas. In terms of teachers’ enacting the National Curriculum, both 
external (political) and internal factors (educational agendas) contribute to curriculum 
enactment, but the internal factors carry most of the impact in the classroom (Branyon, 2013).  
Clarity 
Clarity is the second ‘readiness factor’ of change. Teachers may be able to clearly 
understand the goals and means of curriculum implementation. Limiting the understanding of 
goals and means of the curriculum can result in resistance to change and reluctance to 
implement the National Curriculum. This has been identified as one of the reasons for falling 
standards in a Nigerian implementation of a National Curriculum study (Oloruntegbe, 2011). 
The study consisted of 630 secondary school teachers drawn from the six south western states 
of Nigeria. The results of the study indicated that teachers are often drafted to classroom 
implementation of curriculum reforms but are seldom involved in the development and that 
they are uncertain of goals and how best to implement them. Fullan (2007) found for 
curriculum implementation to be successful, teachers’ expectations, such as goals and means 
should be clear so they are able to put it into practice. Silvernail (1996) identified problems 
with the implementation of a National Curriculum in England, in that the pace of change was 
hectic and the ‘devil’ was in many places in the process of implementation. Many teachers, 
even those who supported the concept of a National Curriculum believed the process of 
implementation was detrimental to the education of British children. For an overwhelming 
majority of teachers, these reforms have fundamentally changed the way they teach, what 
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they teach, and how they assess their students.  Fullan (2007) explains that too often the lack 
of clarity, the process to diffuse goals and unspecified means of implementation represent 
major problems at the implementation stage.   
The central problems with new Australian History curriculum and the new Australian 
English curriculum are similar: the lack of consensus among theoreticians and practitioners 
on the essential nature and purpose of the subjects. (Collow, 2012). Gilbert (2011) comments 
on clarity in the new Australian History curriculum with his opening remarks:  
Successful curriculum development in any school subject requires a clear 
and established set of elements: agreed and widely appreciated goals; 
effective criteria for the selection of important knowledge content; and an 
explicit and well-integrated explanatory base for authentic problem-solving 
related to the subject goals (p.245).  
While Macken-Horarik’s (2011) final concluding sentence in her report on the new 
Australian English curriculum has similar concerns regarding clarity:   
This article is one contribution to the ongoing struggle to develop a clearer 
and more powerful knowledge structure that makes English accessible on 
all fronts to all students (p.210). 
Fullan (2007) explains there is little doubt that clarity is essential, but its meaning is 
subtle; too often we are left with false clarity instead. For example, teachers in Canada 
dismissed the curriculum guidelines on the grounds “we are already doing that” and teachers 
based their perceptions on the more subtle superficial goals. Worse still, teachers introducing 
reforms superficially may actually make matters inferior. (Stigler & Hiebert, 1999; cited in 
Fullan, 2007). For example, superficial understanding will not allow genuine progression: 
pupils may struggle at key points of transition (such as between primary and secondary 
school), build up serious misconceptions, and/or have significant difficulties in understanding 
higher-order content (Great Britian. Depart. for Education, 2013). 
Complexity 
The third ‘readiness factor’ of change is complexity. Ultimately, curriculum is the 
outcome of the complex interaction between educational institutions and society (Australian 
Education Union, 2007). The challenge is to work with complex combinations of the old and 
the new to reshape the Australian National Curriculum (Reid, 2005). Simple changes to 
curriculum may be easier to carry out, but teachers will be required to make appropriate 
adjustments to the complexity or sophistication of the curriculum content descriptions and 
achievement standards (ACARA, 2010). According to Fullan (2007) complexity refers to the 
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difficulty and extent of change required of the teachers responsible for the implementation of 
a new National Curriculum. Complexity relates to skills required, alterations in beliefs, 
teaching strategies and use of materials (p.90).   
Apart from increasing the time spent in primary/elementary schools to eight years, and 
decreasing the total amount of time spent in high school to four years, the educational system 
in Australia remained basically the same from the introduction of compulsory education in 
the 1870s until the 1950s. Since then, changes to the curriculum and examination methods 
seem to have occurred every few years. For example, in 1980, CDC core curriculum; 1991, 
Key learning areas; 1992, Mayer’s key competencies; 1994, UNESCO: Four pillars of 
lifelong learning; 2004, Essential learning’s/New basis;  2011, phase 1 – National Curriculum  
(Brennan, 2011). In 2012, the complexity of the curriculum, according to some (ACARA, 
2010; MCRRTYA, 2008; National Curriculum Board, 2008; Reid, 2005) requires national 
collaboration which is seen as crucial to the future of Australia as it seeks to grapple with the 
complexities of globalisation, the speed of knowledge production, and the challenges of 
diversity. 
Quality and Practicality 
The last factor related to teachers’ perception of change is the quality and practicality of 
the change. Practicality relates to the other three dependent variables (need, clarity and 
complexity) which, according to Fullan (2007) is revealing. For example, do teachers 
perceive they need the new National Curriculum, and how clear or complex are the goals and 
directions to implement a National Curriculum. The Australian National Curriculum rationale 
is more politically driven than educational (Atweh & Goos, 2011; Aubusson, 2011; Brennan, 
2011; Gilbert, 2011), as a result, according to Fullan (2007), the time line between the 
initiation decision and start-up is often too short, which may result in poor attention to matters 
of quality. For example, the principal’s vision for the future requires time to set the direction 
of the schools implementation which emphasises communicating the vision, building 
commitment to the vision, and organising teachers so that they are aligned to the vision.  
Perceptions of the quality of the Australian Science curriculum are varied. Some 
experts described it as ‘bland’, ‘uninspiring’ and ‘conservative’. Others described it as ‘bold’, 
‘good’ and ‘great’ (Aubusson, 2011). Aubusson (2011) and Brennan (2011) argue that the 
quality of the current curriculum models in Australian states and territories have served the 
nation well in terms of international benchmarking data. Data indicates that Australia has a 
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high-quality education system, although it performs less well in terms of dealing with issues 
of educational inequality  (McGaw, 2007).  
West (1998) examines a model for developing quality school improvements which have 
been referred to as ‘a basis for action’. The model suggests schools identify development 
priorities, make development plans and implement them vigorously. Barth (1990; cited in 
West, 1998) suggests that schools have the capacity to improve themselves if the conditions 
are right. A major responsibility of those outside the school is to help provide the conditions 
for those inside (p. 769).  West (1998) goes on to say that the quality and practicality of 
school planning requires a collaborative approach which has been identified as a major factor 
in many studies of school effectiveness, and a school’s improvement plan needs to be clearly 
linked with the school’s vision for the future.  
2.6 Conclusion  
The aim of this section was to outline aspects of the National Curriculum and discuss 
social change processes through the lens of the diffusion of innovations model. A literature 
review was presented with respect to the two major study variables: Transformational 
leadership and teachers’ perceptions of curriculum change, which seeks to explore teachers’ 
perceptions of the principal’s leadership in introducing the Australian National Curriculum – 
and whether teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership influence how they perceive 
the Australian National Curriculum. The experience of the past forty years indicates there is a 
tendency for educational innovations to fail rather than succeed. The earlier attempts of 
educational change during the 1960s emphasised that having a weak understanding of social 
change have led to repeatable disappointing failures.  
Relationships between people in schools are complex. Fullan’s (2007) characteristics of 
change and Leithwood’s (1994) transformational leadership models have been used to take a 
‘snap shot’ of the complexity of the issues of the day. Furthermore, leadership and teachers’ 
perceptions of change cannot be examined without giving proper consideration to the political 
context, external factors of change and the many internal factors of change that may or may 
not influence curriculum implementation.  This chapter is an effort to examine the 
relationship between principal leadership and teachers’ perceptions in a manner that has not 
been done to date. 
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The issues raised in this chapter have the potential to give a better understanding of the 
dynamic process of school improvement. There is a number of issues raised arising from 
discussions surrounding the National Curriculum including the complex dynamics of people 
charged with implementation of the curriculum. This may resolve, among other things, 
serious consideration between the stages of embedding an innovation (Diffusion Theory).  
  Wayne Batiste   40 
 
Chapter 3 - Methodology 
 
3.1 Introduction 
In the previous chapter, a review of literature related to the area of research was 
presented. This included a description of the study’s key concepts that will serve to direct the 
methods of data analysis, including several terms key to the study. In addition, a review of the 
literature was presented around the two major study variables: Leadership dimensions and the 
factors which influence teachers’ perceptions of change. Both of these aspects have been 
studied, but not together within the context of implementing an Australian National 
Curriculum.  This research is an effort to examine the relationship between these variables in 
a manner that has not been done to date. 
The intent of this section is to describe the methodology for the current study. Included 
in the section will be a description of the study setting, research methods, study sample, and 
data collection methods, procedures, and analysis. As the purpose of this research is to report 
on and describe the teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership and how teachers’ 
perceptions of the principal’s leadership influences their perception of the National 
Curriculum, it will be argued that quantitative methods are appropriate; however, differences 
between states and territories within Australia limit any generalisation beyond this study.  
More specifically, this chapter describes the research methodology. The size of sample 
is outlined in section 3.2 and section 3.3 details the methodology. Measurement is 
documented in section 3.4 and data analysis and relevance to this study will be discussed in 
section 3.5. Ethical considerations of the research are outlined in section 3.6 with concluding 
comments in section 3.7.   
3.2 Participants 
The study sample is limited to teachers within the curriculum areas of English, 
Mathematics and Science due to the staged implementation of the National Curriculum. A 
total of sixty nine Mathematics teachers (n = 18), English teachers (n = 28) and Science 
teachers (n = 23) from a large high school north of Brisbane participated in the study. In 2012, 
Queensland schools began planning, teaching, assessing and reporting on English, 
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Mathematics and Science across the year levels using the Australian curriculum. All teachers 
who engaged in fulltime classroom activities of English, Mathematics and Science subjects 
were invited to participate in the study as they best represent the characteristics of the 
population to investigate and make generalisations relevant to the research topic (Creswell, 
2008).  
The participants were recruited through their Heads of Department. Heads of 
Department gained insight to the study at a leadership team presentation which detailed the 
purpose and setting of the study, the data collection process and guarantees for protecting the 
participants. Heads of department distributed and returned completed questionnaires.  
3.3 Methodology  
This research attempts to link theory based on Fullan’s (2007) curriculum change and 
Leithwood’s (1994) transformation leadership through a conceptual model (Figure 3.1). The 
objective of using a conceptual model is to help describe and explain the study. Using a 
scientific approach which is guided by a conceptual model helps to provide reasonable 
answers to the research questions (Nigel, 2010). Furthermore, theories are used in a 
conceptual model to guide the development of the research design in an attempt to explain 
how the factors facilitate or inhibit the two main study variables (teachers’ perception of 
leadership and teachers’ perceptions of the National Curriculum). In particular this study aims 
to address the following research questions. 
 
1. What are teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership in implementing a new 
National Curriculum?  
2. How do teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership influence how they 
perceive the Australian National Curriculum?   
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Figure 3.1: Conceptual model for teachers’ perception of principal leadership and teachers’ perceptions of the 
National Curriculum 
3.4 Measurement  
This study used cross-sectional survey design which is the most popular form of survey 
design used in education (Creswell, 2008). The main advantage of a directly administered 
questionnaire is the high response rate, which can be close to 100% (Ary, et al., 2010) while 
also being able to generalise from a population so that inferences can be made about the 
attitudes of participants(Creswell, 2008). Cross-sectional survey was used in an attempt to 
extract a high participant response rate, while also being low in cost and ease of 
implementation. The ease of cross-sectional design allows several different groups of 
participants to be surveyed at the same point in time with the main advantage of reducing 
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inconvenience to the schools’ curriculum while also reducing the impact on teachers’ time. 
The reduced inconvenience to the school and impact on time was considered important by the 
principal in the context of this study, as such, cross-sectional survey design was the most 
appropriate for this study. Teachers were requested to indicate the extent to which they agreed 
or disagreed with items on a questionnaire which was directly administered. The items are 
measured on a seven point Likert-type scale (Likert, 1932). The questionnaire includes six 
scales (factors) with four items in each scale to measure the independent variables, and four 
scales with four items in each to measure the dependent variable. The Likert scales range 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The questionnaire is presented in Appendix 
A.  
Two scales are used to measure teachers’ perceptions of school leadership (Leithwood, 
et al., 2009) which were identified in Chapter 2 as important. The first scale measures the 
leadership dimension of “Setting of direction” – which helps teachers to develop a shared 
understanding about the school, its activities and goals in turn, instilling a sense of purpose or 
vision (Hallinger and Heck, 2002; cited in Hallinger, 2003). The second scale measures the 
leadership dimension of “Development of people” to provide clear and compelling school 
directions which contribute significantly to teachers’ work-related motivations (Lord & 
Maher, 1993).  
Four scales are used to measure teachers’ perceptions of the National Curriculum 
(Fullan, 2007). The first scale measures the extent to which teachers agree with the 
importance of the curriculum and acknowledge the curriculum is appropriate for their school  
(Floch et al., 2006; cited in Tuytens & Devos, 2010). The second scale measures the extent to 
which the goals of the curriculum are clear. The third scale measures the extent to which 
teachers perceive the curriculum to be complex and difficult to implement which Fullan 
(2007) relates to skills required, alterations in beliefs, teaching strategies and use of materials 
(p.90). The last scale measures the extent to which teachers perceive the curriculum change as 
quality and practical. Quality and practicality relates to the other three dependent variables 
(need, clarity and complexity). The items were adapted from Fullan to reflect the focus of the 
current study. 
The instrument and a simple instruction sheet were delivered to heads of department 
(HoD) who agreed to distribute and collect the completed instruments during a leadership 
meeting. Prior to their distribution an introductory letter from the researcher was placed in 
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each HoD mail slot asking for their cooperation. The letters described the research, its 
importance and requested their support.  
In order to report on and describe what happened during the research, descriptive 
analysis (means, standard deviation) was used to assist in the understanding of the teachers’ 
perceptions. Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor Analyses (Figure 3.2) was used to 
determine the extent to which individual items are a good measure of each of the factors.   
Multiple Regression (Figure 3.2) is a statistical (correlation) procedure for best 
examining the combined relationship of multiple independent variables (Creswell, 2008) to 
yield a maximum correlation with a single dependent variable (Ary, et al., 2010).  It is also 
possible to include categorical variables such as teaching department, gender, age, length of 
service and the like into a regression equation (Ary, et al., 2010).  
3.5 Analysis of data  
Three types of analysis are proposed for this study. First, in order to provide a 
description of the sample from which data will be collected, descriptive information on age, 
gender, length of teaching and number of schools’ taught at will be presented, as well as the 
means, modes, range, and standard deviations for independent and dependent variables.  
Pearson Product-Moment correlation coefficients (Table 3-1) will be presented to determine 
the strength and direction of relationship between multiple independent variables (teachers’ 
perception of leadership) and dependent variables (teachers’ perception of curriculum) (Ary, 
et al., 2010). As a general approximation, the closer the coefficient is to + 1.00 (a perfect 
positive relationship) or – 1:00 (a perfect negative relationship), the stronger the relationship. 
A correlation of zero indicates no relationship (Kervin, Vialle, Herrington, & Okely, 2006). 
To provide a clear picture for each independent variable, a beta weight can be used to indicate 
the magnitude after removing the effects of all other predicators, called the coefficient of 
determination, indicated as R² (Creswell, 2008).   
Table 3-1 Correlation coefficient (r)  
0.90 – 1.00   Very high relationship  Very strong relationship  
0.70 – 0.90   High correlation   Strong relationship  
0.40 – 0.70   Moderate correlation  Substantial relationship  
0.20 – 0.40   Low correlation   Weak relationship  
< 0.20   Slight correlation   Virtual no relationship  
(Reproduced from Kervin, et al., 2006) 
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Second, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 
(Figure 3.2) can compare different factor solutions that might be proposed. As Fullan’s (2007) 
questionnaire was adapted for the current study, EFA was used to identify the factor structure 
for this sample. CFA was used to test the factor structure of the leadership items on the 
questionnaire. CFA is used to test the extent to which measured items reflect the construct in 
each factor. For example, the data set contains six latent variables or factors (i.e. Leithwood et 
al., (1994) each measured by four items. CFA depicts the relationship between variables 
which can be used as evidence to determine validity of the instrument (Cunningham, 2008).    
Finally, regression analysis (Figure 3.2) was conducted.  Specifically, this technique 
enables the best possible weighting of two or more independent variables to yield a maximum 
correlation with a single dependent variable (Ary, et al., 2010). Multiple regression can 
determine the amount of variation in the dependent variable which can be explained by the 
independent variable (R. Burns, 2000). Four multiple regression analyses were conducted, 
one for each of the dependent variables to determine the extent to which teachers’ perceptions 
of the National Curriculum can be predicted by their perception of the principal’s leadership.  
  
Figure 3.2: Regression model for teacher’s perception of leadership and curriculum  
3.6 Ethics in research 
Strict adherence to ethical standards in planning and conducting both qualitative and 
quantitative research is most important (Ary, et al., 2010). Researchers have obligations to 
participants and the profession.  This research has conformed to University Human Research 
Ethics guidelines (Approval Number: 1200000403). In particular, informed consent was 
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requested from the principal regarding permission to research a government school,  
collection and inclusion of data samples, confidentiality of participants  before any research 
was conducted (Kervin, et al., 2006). Consent was sought through the principal regarding 
sampling of the population which included the amount of time required, collection of data and 
access to participants including concerns, such as; the potential intrusion of the study and 
protection for the anonymity of study participants in order to set the stage for realistic 
expectations of the study (Creswell, 2008). Informed consent was also sought from study 
participants.   
The issue of confidentiality is paramount in the field of education. The research 
accessed information regarding teachers and their circumstances. This information will be 
shared only for the purposes for which it was intended and only with those who can legally 
and ethically benefit by having such information. If a teacher had any question regarding the 
appropriate use of information, she or he had the right to withdraw without penalty (Creswell, 
2008). Researchers are ethically responsible for carrying out their duties in accordance to 
research-based best practices in Queensland University of Technology. Data collection 
conformed with the principles for the QUT Code of Conduct for Research (Queensland 
University of Technology, 2011). 
3.7 Conclusion  
This chapter provided an overview of data collection methods that were used to 
describe the teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership and how teachers’ perceptions 
of the principals’ leadership influences their perception of the National Curriculum.  The goal 
of the research was to investigate the extent to which teachers’ perceptions of their principal 
leadership predict their perceptions of the National Curriculum.  
The study conformed to the University Human Research Ethics guidelines and may 
contribute to the area of implementation of a National Curriculum, and, if possible, provide 
more understanding for other schools to follow and research relating to their particular 
context. Schools need to focus on their improvement efforts and powerful methods of 
integrating a National Curriculum while promoting strategies which enable collegial 
engagement. Chapter 4 will present the results obtained from the analysis.  
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Chapter 4
 
 - Results 
 
4.1 Introduction  
This chapter will discuss how the data were analysed in regards to the teachers’ 
perceptions of the principal’s leadership along with their perceptions of the National 
Curriculum. The research questions for this study were as follows:  
1. What are the teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership in introducing the 
Australian National Curriculum?  
2.  How do teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership influence the way they 
perceive the Australian National Curriculum?  
The study used cross-sectional survey design which is the most popular form of survey 
design used in education (Creswell, 2008). The initial factor analysis of the forty items on the 
questionnaire is reported through exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis in section 4.2 
and 4.3 respectively. Descriptive statistics are then presented in section 4.4.  Analysis of 
variance is used to compare group means across different teaching faculties and a 
correlational analysis is conducted to determine the relationship between the two main 
variables. Findings are presented in section 4.5. Finally, a regression analysis is performed to 
measure the extent to which teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership predict their 
perceptions of the implementation of the National Curriculum.  
4.2 Teachers’ Perceptions: Exploratory factor analysis       
In line with Fullan (2007), the first 16 items on the questionnaire were grouped to 
investigate teachers’ perceptions of the National Curriculum. Exploratory factor analysis 
(EFA) was used to measure and statistically analyse the correlations between a number of 
variables, in order to reduce them to a smaller number of underlying dimensions, called 
factors (Corston & Colman, 2003). First, a correlation matrix of the original variables was 
computed to determine the correlation of each factor in terms of the variables measured and 
relative importance (Field, 2009).  Second, a few factors were extracted from the correlation 
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matrix based on eigenvalues: and third, the factors were rotated to maximize the correlation 
of each variable with one of the factors.   
The four variables designed to explore teachers’ perceptions of school leadership were 
theorised using Fullan’s (2007) factors of change. The variables of Need, Clarity, Complexity 
and Quality each contained four items which formed the theoretical base to measure teachers’ 
perceptions of leadership. A correlation coefficients analysis of Fullan’s (2007) model was 
conducted to ensure the items shared a common factor (Field, 2009).  
The Bivariate correlation matrix revealed relatively high correlations with very few 
below .30 which indicates that the items share common factors. Kaiser–Meyer– Olkin (KMO) 
and Bartlett’s test were used to measure sampling adequacy of the data. A KMO value less 
than .50 means that the items are relatively unaffected by other items, and factor analysis 
should not proceed (Corston & Colman, 2003), while the Bartlett’s test of sphericity, simply 
tests that the dependent variables are not correlated, an observed significance level of <.001 
would indicate that there is a relationship between the variables and a factor analysis can 
proceed (Field, 2009). The KMO value was .736 which indicates that just over 73% of 
variance in the measured variable is common variance. Barlett’s test of sphericity was 
significant (χ² (120) = 620, p = .000). That is, there are sufficient non zero inter-correlations 
amongst the measured variable to warrant an EFA.  
EFA, using principal component extraction and varimax rotation was performed on the 
items related to the dependent variable data. Four factors were extracted; Factor 1 with five 
items explained 35 % of the variance, Factor 2 with five items explained an additional 14 % 
of the variance, Factor 3 with four items explained an additional 13 % of the variance and 
Factor 4 with three items explained an additional 6 % of the variance. Factor 1 showed a good 
internal consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha reliability of .82, as did Factor 2 (α = .86) and, 
Factor 3 (α = .73).  Factor 4 was dropped from further analysis as two of three items double 
loaded on other factors and it was considered unreliable. Item loadings for each of the factors 
are presented in Table 4.1.  
In this study, Factor 1 and Factor 2 each contained three items from Fullan’s (2007) 
model and appeared to reflect Fullan’s factors of Complexity (Factor 1) and Clarity (Factor 
2). Therefore, Factor 1 and Factor 2 in this study are conceptualised as Fullan’s (2007) 
Complexity and Clarity factors. Factor 3 has varied items which could be better understood 
by conceptualising the factor as Capacity (Table 4-1). The KMO measure verified the 
sampling adequacy for the analysis (.736) which is well above the acceptable level of .5 
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(Field, 2009). The psychological constructs used in the study show good reliability (> .7) 
according to Kline (1999, cited in Field, 2009), who explains values below .7 can be expected 
due to the diversity of the constructs being measured. Table 4.1 suggests that Factor 1 
represents Complexity, Factor 2 represents Clarity and Factor 3 represents Capacity.          
 
Table 4-1 Principal Axis Factor Analysis with Varimax Rotation for Teachers’ Perceptions of the 
implementation of the National Curriclum (n = 69) 
Factor 1: Complexity (alpha = .82) F1 F2 F3 
I think the implementation of the National Curriculum requires professional 
development for teachers   
.699 -.192 .164 
I think the implementation of a National Curriculum will overload my teaching area 
as a whole 
.837 -.047 -.082 
I think the implementation of a National Curriculum will be a difficult change for 
me   
.815 -.174 -.171 
I think more effort is required to implement a National Curriculum in my teaching 
area 
.595 -.112 -.273 
I believe the National Curriculum requires significant alterations to my classroom 
practices 
.653 -.457 -.052 
Factor 2: Clarity (alpha = .86)    
I have a clear understanding of how best to implement the National Curriculum in 
my subject area 
-.430 .697 .346 
It is clear to me what I should do differently to implement a National Curriculum in 
my teaching area     
-.279 .680 .388 
Based on my teaching experience, I think the school has a clear understanding of 
the process to implement the National Curriculum 
-.170 .818 .262 
I think our school provides my teaching area with quality materials necessary to 
implement a National Curriculum 
-.087 .746 .047 
I think the National Curriculum will deliver a quality curriculum in my teaching 
area 
-.254 .568 .166 
Factor 3: Capacity (alpha = .73)    
I think the implementation of a National Curriculum is important for my school -.213 -.075 .728 
I think my teaching area is progressing towards implementing a National 
Curriculum   
.229 .469 .623 
I have the skills required to implement the National Curriculum in my teaching area -.033 .429 .697 
I think the school has quality teachers ready to implement a National Curriculum -.085 .246 .690 
Percent of Variance  35% 14% 13% 
Boldface is used to identify items with factor loadings > .50    
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4.3 Leadership Dimensions: Confirmatory factor analysis  
The leadership model put forward by Leithwood (et al., 1994) (Figure 4.1) was adopted 
for this study to explore teachers’ perceptions of transformational school leadership which 
replicates many features of studies carried out in Canada and Hong Kong (Refer Leithwood et 
al., 1994 and Yu et al., 2002).  Yu (et al., 2002) concludes the model tends to remain stable 
across contexts; however, variables used to explain teachers’ perceptions of school 
leadership, such as out of school conditions have been removed from the model for this study. 
Thus, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was used to confirm the factor structure of the 
revised model for the current data.  
 
Figure 4.1: Leithwood et al., (1994) transformational leadership model  
AMOS 21 (IBM Corporation, 2012) was employed to confirm the factorial validity of 
the Leithwood et al., (1994) model, which contains six first order and two second order factor 
structures. The most basic and simplest form of Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) is a 
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one-factor congeneric measurement model as described by Jöreskog (1971 cited in, Byrne, 
2010) which enables the specified interrelationships among observed variables or items for a 
single latent factor to be examined in detail (Byrne, 2010; Cunningham, 2008). This study 
will use three fit indices CFI, IFI and RMSEA (Table 4-2) to examine the leadership model.  
Table 4-2 Summary of fit statistics 
 
Test Cut off Sources  
Chi-square (χ²) P >.05 Gulliksen & Tukey (1958 
Root Mean-Square Approximation  RMSEA < .05 Brown & Cudeck (1993) 
Root Mean-Square Approximation PCLOSE >.50 Jöreskog &Sörbom (1996a) 
Bollen’s Incremental Fit Index IFI >.95 Bollen (1989b) 
Comparative Fit Index CFI >.95 Bentler (1990) 
Byrne (2010) notes the one-factor congeneric approach to reliability is based on 
covariance modelling of data, correct reliability estimates and model fit indices (likelihood 
ratios). With small sample sizes, one possible limitation of the RMSEA fit statistic is that it 
ignores the complexity of the model. Furthermore, confidence intervals can be influenced 
seriously by sample size, as well as model complexity. In this study, the sample size is small 
(n = 69) and the number of estimated parameters large (117), as such, with a complex model 
and small sample size, the model may have areas of model misspecification due to inadequate 
fit, therefore, re-specification of the hypothesised model should be considered, which 
involves the addition of freely estimated parameters to the model (Byrne, 2010). Testing the 
factorial validity from a measured instrument using a second-order model derived from 
Leithwood et al., (1994) would therefore result in an unidentified model. As this is the case 
and estimates for all parameters are not possible, the model cannot be evaluated empirically. 
Hence, a second-order model has been replaced with re-specified first order models (one 
factor congeneric models). Table 4-3 shows the respecified first order models were a better fit 
to the data than the second-order model (χ² = 431.901 df = 234 p = .000). 
Table 4-3 Fit indices for re-specified one-factor congeneric models 
 Goodness of Fit Indices 
 χ²(df) RMSEA IFI CFI 
Vision χ² (1,9) = .004, p = .948 .000 1.006 1.000 
Goals χ² (2,12) = 3.705, p = .157 .112 .979 .978 
High Expectations χ² (2,12) = 2.139, p = .343 .032 .999 .999 
Intellectual stimulation  χ² (1,13) = .916, p = .339 .000 1.001 1.000 
Support χ² (2, 12) = .033, p =.983 .000 1.022 1.000 
Model  χ² (1,13) = .014, p =.905   .000 1.012 1.078 
  Wayne Batiste   52 
 
Vision 
The modification indices were examined (Table 4-4) and it appeared that the error 
variances between items Vision 1 (The principal excites us with visions) and Vision 2 (The 
principal gives us a sense of purpose) were not well replicated. This correlation was 
considered to make theoretical sense in that there could be some overlap in the measurement 
of these items. Teachers who are excited with a vision may also have a sense of purpose. The 
correlation of these error terms was freely estimated in the next model (Vision model B). 
Vision model B yielded improved fit indices 
Table 4-4 One-factor congeneric model for Vision  
 
 
 
Vision model A  Vision model B 
χ²(df) RMSEA IFI CFI χ² (df) RMSEA IFI CFI 
χ² (2,8) = 11.623, p = .003 .266 .941 .936 χ² (1,9) = .004, p = .948 .000 1.006 1.000 
Goals 
Table 4-5 was not re-specified because there were no suggested modifications. 
Therefore, Goals model B will not have a re-specified version for goals.  
Table 4-5 One-factor congeneric model for Goals 
  
Goals model A Goals model B 
χ²(df) RMSEA IFI CFI χ² (df) RMSEA IFI CFI 
χ² (2,12) = 3.705, p = .157 .112 .979 .978 χ² (2,12) = 3.705, p = .157 .112 .979 .978 
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High Expectations 
Table 4- 6 was not re-specified because there were no suggested modifications. 
Therefore, High Expectations model B will not have a re-specified version for High 
Expectations.  
 
Table 4-6 One-factor congeneric model for High Expectations 
  
High Expectations model A High Expectations model B 
χ²(df) RMSEA IFI CFI χ² (df) RMSE
A 
IFI CFI 
χ² (2,12) = 2.139, p = .343 .032 .999 .999 χ² (2,12) = 2.139, p = .343 .032 .999 .999 
Intellectual Stimulation 
The modification indices were examined (Table 4-7) and it appeared that the error 
variances between items Intellectual Stimulation 3 (The principal encourages us to evaluate 
our practices) and Intellectual Stimulation 4 (The principal facilitates opportunity for staff to 
learn from each other) were not well replicated. Hall and Hord (2001) concerns-based 
implementation of change model support this correlation by noting the essence of good 
schooling is teachers to evaluate the effect of the innovation, and link with other teachers in 
using the innovation.  In other words, teachers who evaluate the impact of change might 
collaborate with other teachers to improve their practice. As such, the correlation of these 
error terms was freely estimated in the next model (Intellectual Stimulation model B). 
Intellectual Stimulation model B yielded improved fit indices.  
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Table 4-7 One-factor congeneric model for Intellectual Stimulation 
Support 
Table 4- 8 was not re-specified because there were no suggested modifications. 
Therefore, Support model B will not have a re-specified version for Support. 
 Table 4-8 One-factor congeneric model for Support 
Model 
The modification indices were examined and it appeared that the error variances 
between items Model 1 (The principal sets a respectful tone for interactions with students) 
and Model 2 (The principal displays energy and enthusiasm for his own work) were not well 
replicated (Table 4-9). The efforts of energetic and enthusiastic leaders dates back to research 
in the 1970s and 1980s which reports ‘hero principal’ as the key to success (Hall & Hord, 
2001). Increased understanding about school change and the influence of culture has come 
about since this time. Busher (2006), explores people, power and culture in western schools 
  
Intellectual Stimulation  model A Intellectual Stimulation  model B 
χ²(df) RMSEA IFI CFI χ² (df) RMSE
A 
IFI CFI 
χ² (2,12) = 8.403, p = .015 .217 .952 .950 χ² (1,13) = .916, p = .339 .000 1.001 1.000 
  
Support model A Support model B 
χ²(df) RMSEA IFI CFI χ² (df) RMSEA IFI CFI 
χ² (2, 12) = .033, p=.983 .000 1.022 1.000 χ² (2, 12) = .033, p=.983 .000 1.022 1.000 
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and explains the school leader develops the culture which provides the social glue that helps 
hold a school together by making clear what they should say to staff and students, and what 
they should do in particular circumstances. Preddy, Bennett and Wise’s (2012) observations 
describe distributed leadership as encouraging students to involve themselves in decision-
making in the classroom, and leaders are child-centred who lead, manage and set directions 
for the school to move in the right direction.  The correlation of these error terms was freely 
estimated in the next model (Model model B). Model model B yielded improved fit indices  
Table 4-9 One-factor congeneric model for Model  
 The respecified first order models were a better fit to the data than the second-order model, 
as such, the first order models (Figure 4.2) will be further analysed to assess the model’s 
capacity to report on teachers’ perceptions of school leaders’ transformational dimensions. 
 
Figure 4.2 Re-specification of a six-factor model used to explore teachers’ perceptions of school leaders’ 
transformational dimensions 
 
 
Model model A Model model B 
χ²(df) RMSEA IFI CFI χ² (df) RMSEA IFI CFI 
χ² (2,12) = 5.878, p = .053 .169 .951 .949 χ² (1,13) = .014, p=.905   .000 1.012 1.078 
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Multicollinearity is a problem referring to correlated independent variables in a specific 
sample of data (Lewis-Beck, 1993) which may have an impact on the usefulness of data 
(Montgomery & Peck, 1992). Multicollinearity is a problem because it undermines the 
statistical significance of an independent variable (Allen, 1997). Simply, the more highly 
correlated independent variables are, the more difficult it is to determine which independent 
variable is responsible for influencing the dependent variable. For example, if the leadership 
dimension of High Expectations and Intellectual Stimulation are highly correlated it is 
difficult to determine whether High Expectations is responsible for influencing the dimension 
of Capacity, or whether Intellectual Stimulation is.  
Multicollinearity was assessed for all the independent variables which showed good 
variance inflation factor (VIF) tolerances with most below 4.40 (μ = 2.40, σ = 0.73) (see 
Appendix C). Gaskination (2011) and Field (2009) explain a VIF above 5 indicates a likely 
linear relationship between independent variables, and a VIF above 10 should be of concern. 
Cronbach’s coefficient alpha shows good internal consistency for each transformational 
leadership Factor (Table 4-10); with .88 for Vision, .79 for Goals, .91 for High expectations, 
.84 for Intellectual stimulation, .82 for Support and .78 for Model.  
In summary, the first order model shows acceptable results based on multiple criteria 
that take into account previous theoretical research, statistical results (One-factor congeneric 
modelling, VIF and Cronbach’s alpha), and practical considerations such as sample size and 
the complexity of the model (Byrne, 2010).  Byrne (2010) explains that selecting fit indices to 
reflect the model’s lack of fit is dependent on sample size, estimation procedures, model 
complexity, and or/violation of the underlying assumptions of multivariate normality and 
variable independence. Accordingly, the model may extrapolate data in the questionnaire 
(Table 4-10) which reflects teachers’ perceptions of school leaders’ transformational 
capability. 
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Table 4-10 Transformational leadership Factors (N=69) 
Vision (alpha = .88) 
The principal excites us with visions of what we may be able to accomplish if we work together to 
change our practices 
The principal gives us a sense of purpose 
The principal communicates his vision to staff 
The principal helps us to understand the relationship between the school vision and educational 
outcomes 
Goals  (alpha = .79) 
The principal regularly encourages us to evaluate our progress towards achieving school goals 
The principal provides staff with a process through which we generate school goals 
The principal encourages us to develop individual professional goals 
The principal works towards whole staff consensus in establishing priorities for school goals 
High Expectations (alpha = .91) 
The principal has high expectations for us as professionals 
The principal holds high expectations for students 
The principal expects us to engage in ongoing professional development 
The principal expects us to be effective innovators   
Intellectual Stimulation (alpha = .84) 
The principal stimulates me to think about what I am doing for my students  
The principal encourages me to pursue my own goals for professional learning  
The principal encourages us to evaluate our practices and refine them as needed  
The principal facilitates opportunity for staff to learn from each other  
Support  (alpha = .82) 
The principal provides resources to support my professional development  
The principal takes my opinion into consideration when initiating actions that affect my work  
The principal encourages me to try new practices consistent with my own interests  
The principal provide moral support by making me feel appreciated for my contribution to the school 
Model (alpha = .78) 
The principal sets a respectful tone for interactions with students  
The principal displays energy and enthusiasm for his own work 
The principal demonstrates a willingness to change his own practices in light of new understanding  
The principal is open and genuine in dealings with staff  
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4.4 Descriptive statistics   
Teachers’ perceptions of the new National Curriculum and their perceptions of their 
principal’s leadership during the curriculum change were rated on a 7 point Likert-type scale, 
with 1 indicating strongly disagree and 7 indicating strongly agree. Thus, if teachers rated 
strongly disagree in regards to the dimensions of Clarity, Complexity and Capacity, this 
would indicate teachers have a poor understanding of how to improve teaching and learning 
for all students within school systems. If teachers rated strongly disagree in regards to the 
dimensions of Vision, Goals, High Expectations, Intellectual Stimulation, Support and Model, 
this would indicate teachers would perceive the school leader’s transformational capabilities 
as limited.   
Overall, teachers’ perceptions of the new National Curriculum and transformational 
school leadership in implementing a National Curriculum are positive (see Table 4-11). Two 
perception variables in particular, High Expectations and Capacity have a high score. In 
regards to High Expectations, teachers describe the principal as having expectations for them 
as professionals while also having high expectations for students. Teachers also illustrate the 
principal has high expectations in ongoing professional development while also expecting 
teachers to be effective innovators. In regards to Capacity, teachers express the National 
Curriculum is important for their school and that their subject area is progressing towards the 
implementation of a National Curriculum. Teachers also explain they have the skills required 
to implement the National Curriculum in their teaching area and believe the school has 
quality teachers ready to implement a National Curriculum.  
 
Table 4-11 Means and standard deviations of the measured variables 
Variable Mean Standard deviation N 
Vision 5.18 1.03 69 
Goals 5.05 1.01 69 
High expectations 6.05 1.01 69 
Intellectual stimulation 5.29 1.02 69 
Support 4.46 1.13 69 
Model 5.24 1.08 69 
Clarity 4.65 1.27 69 
Complex 3.88 1.19 69 
Capacity 5.83 0.95 69 
  Wayne Batiste   59 
 
4.5  Faculty Differences    
Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to test for significant differences in group 
means between Mathematics, English and Science Faculties; thus gaining insights into 
different group perceptions of school leadership. Participants in the study aligned with their 
main teaching area. For example, participants who mainly taught Mathematics as opposed to 
Science or English answered from a Mathematics perspective. The analysis is based on the 
assumption that Mathematics, English and Science groups are statistically independent of one 
another. It is reasonable to assume the deviation from individual group means is partly due to 
differences in quality of the groups and partly due to random variation (R. Johnson & 
Bhattacharyya, 2010). ANOVA produces an F-ratio which compares the amount of 
systematic variance in the data to the unsystematic variance (Field, 2009). Simply, ANOVA 
produces an F-ratio which statistically measures the difference in group means.  
A descriptive analysis of the group means (Table 4-12) shows a clear variation for the 
leadership dimension of  High Expectations with Mathematics teachers (M = 5.41) being 
lower than English teachers (M = 6.50) and Science teachers (M = 5.98). The leadership 
dimension of Intellectual Stimulation shows a moderate variation between Mathematics 
teachers (M = 4.86), English teachers (M =5.61) and Science teachers (M = 5.20) but is not 
yet clear whether these differences are significant. As the sample sizes in this study are 
unequal for Mathematics teachers (n = 18), English teachers (n = 28) and Science teachers (n 
= 23) a Levene test of homogeneity of variance is required (Corston & Colman, 2003). The 
results are non-significant (>.05), showing Expectations as .178 and Intellectual .812 , which 
would violate the homogeneity of variance and make results difficult to interpret (Field, 
2009). This indicates there is no reason to believe the variances of the three groups are 
different from one another. The ANOVA test results show that Mathematics, English and 
Science are significantly different from another for the leadership dimension of Expectations, 
F (2, 66) = 7.55, p = .001 and moderately different for Intellectual F (2, 66) = 2.71, p= .073.   
Table 4-12 Faculty means and standard deviation of teachers perceptions of school leadership (n = 69) 
95% Confidence Interval for Mean N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Minimum Maximum 
Maths 18 5.1111 1.04397 .24607 4.5920 5.6303 3.00 7.00 
English 28 5.2946 .93307 .17633 4.9328 5.6564 2.50 6.75  
Science 23 5.0870 1.18131 .24632 4.5761 5.5978 2.50 7.00 
Vision Total 69 5.1775 1.03886 .12506 4.9280 5.4271 2.50 7.00 
Maths 18 5.0833 1.23372 .29079 4.4698 5.6968 2.75 7.00 
English 28 4.9107 .99586 .18820 4.5246 5.2969 2.50 7.00  
Science 23 5.1848 1.14370 .23848 4.6902 5.6794 2.00 7.00 
Goals Total 69 5.0471 1.10086 .13253 4.7826 5.3116 2.00 7.00 
Maths 18 5.4167 1.26897 .29910 4.7856 6.0477 1.50 7.00 
English 28 6.5000 .65263 .12334 6.2469 6.7531 4.75 7.00  
Science 23 5.9891 .89974 .18761 5.6001 6.3782 4.00 7.00 
Expectations Total 69 6.0471 1.01213 .12185 5.8040 6.2902 1.50 7.00 
Maths 18 4.8611 1.36722 .32226 4.1812 5.5410 1.00 7.00 
English 28 5.6161 .99880 .18876 5.2288 6.0034 3.00 7.00  
Science 23 5.2065 .92212 .19227 4.8078 5.6053 3.50 7.00 
Intellectual Total 69 5.2826 1.11054 .13369 5.0158 5.5494 1.00 7.00 
Maths 18 4.5000 1.32009 .31115 3.8435 5.1565 1.50 7.00 
English 28 4.3750 1.00347 .18964 3.9859 4.7641 2.25 5.50  
Science 23 4.5326 1.15627 .24110 4.0326 5.0326 2.75 6.75 
Support Total 69 4.4601 1.12836 .13584 4.1891 4.7312 1.50 7.00 
Maths 18 5.0417 1.25806 .29653 4.4160 5.6673 1.75 7.00 
English 28 5.4107 .95553 .18058 5.0402 5.7812 3.00 7.00  
Science 23 5.1848 1.10324 .23004 4.7077 5.6619 2.75 7.00 
Model Total 69 5.2391 1.08417 .13052 4.9787 5.4996 1.75 7.00 
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Overall, the descriptive, Levene test and F-ratio tests results determine that differences 
exist among the means; however, further analysis is required to specify which groups are 
significantly different than the others. Post hoc tests consist of pairwise multiple comparisons 
that can determine which means differ (Corston & Colman, 2003) and that multiple 
comparisons are needed to establish where the differences lie (Field, 2009). Post hoc multiple 
comparisons are designed to compare all different combinations between Mathematics, 
English and Science teachers.  
In this study, Duncan’s (1955) multiple comparison procedure will be used to calculate 
the critical values in each step to compare sets of means. Results of the Duncan least 
significant differences (LSD) pairwise comparison are significant (< .05) between 
Mathematics and English teachers in regards to the leadership dimension of Expectation       
(4.33, p = .001) and Intellectual (3.02, p = .024). The three groups were divided into 
homogenous subsets which show Mathematics teachers (M = 5.41) formed subset 1 with 
English teachers (M = 6.50) and Science teachers (M =5.99) forming subset 2 in regards to 
Expectations. In regards to the leadership dimension of Intellectual, Mathematics teachers (M 
=4.86) and Science teachers (M =5.22) formed subset 1 and Science teachers (M =5.22) and 
English teachers (M =5.61) formed subset 2.          
Therefore, it may be concluded from the results that significant differences lie between 
Mathematics and English teachers in regards to the leadership dimension of High 
Expectations and Intellectual Stimulation. In particular, the results of the leadership 
dimension of High Expectations indicate that Mathematics teachers consider that the principal 
has lower expectations for them as professionals, while the English teachers consider the 
principal has higher expectations for them as professionals. Mathematics teachers view the 
principal’s expectations for students as being lower than that of English teachers, while 
English teachers have a higher expectation to engage in professional development than 
Mathematics teachers. Finally, the Mathematics teachers consider that the principal has lower 
expectations of them to be effective innovators compared with English teachers.  
The results of the leadership dimension of Intellectual stimulation suggests the principal 
is less effective with Mathematics teachers than English teachers when attempting to 
stimulate participants about what they are doing for their students. Mathematics teachers are 
less likely than English teachers to be influenced by the principal’s intellectual stimulation 
when encouraging participants to pursue their own goals for professional learning. English 
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teachers are more likely to be encouraged by the principal to evaluate their practice and refine 
them as needed when compared with Mathematics teachers. Finally, English teachers are 
more inclined than Mathematics teachers to consider that the principal facilitates 
opportunities for staff to learn from each other.           
4.6 Regression analysis  
A correlation analysis describes the degree of linear relationship between variables , 
such that in a positive correlation, as the values of one of the variables increase, the values of 
the second variable also increase. Likewise, as the value of one of the variables decreases, the 
value of the other variable also decreases. A negative correlation is such that as one variable 
increases the values of the other decrease. Pearson’s correlation coefficient (r) is the most 
popular method used to measure the strength of linear relationship (Corston & Colman, 2003) 
which will be used to measure the relationship between teachers’ perceptions of principal’s 
leadership and teachers’ perceptions of the National Curriculum. The simplest way to look at 
whether two variables are related is to look whether they covary (Field, 2009). Correlation 
does not imply causation. Thus, a correlational analysis can only enable causal inferences 
(Ary, et al., 2010; R. Burns, 2000; Creswell, 2008; Field, 2009) and cannot make predictions 
between the two main variables (Montgomery & Peck, 1992).  
Table 4-13 reports a substantial negative correlation between Clarity and Complexity   
(-.515 p < 0.001), which suggests that when teachers perceive they have a clear understanding 
of the goals and objectives in implementing a national curriculum, they do not feel that 
implementing change will be complex. Furthermore, there is substantial relationship between 
Clarity and Capacity (.592 p < 0.001), which suggests having a clear understanding of goals 
and objectives helps to improve teaching and learning for all students within school systems. 
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Table 4-13: Correlations between teachers’ perceptions of the national curriculum  
 Clarity Capacity 
Clarity Pearson Correlation 1 .592** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 
 
N 69 69 
Complexity Pearson Correlation -.515** -.237* 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .050 
 
N 69 69 
Capacity Pearson Correlation .592** 1 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Table 4-14 displays correlations between the two main variables. The strongest 
Pearson’s product-moment correlation coefficient (r) is between the variables of Capacity and 
Expectations (.568 p < 0.01) which is a substantial relationship (Kervin, et al., 2006). 
Table 4-14 Correlations between study variables 
 Vision Goals Expectations Intellectual Support Model 
Complex Pearson Correlation -.110 .081 -.153 -.131 -.130 -.112 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .368 .507 .209 .288 .288 .361 
 N 69 69 69 68 69 69 
Clarity Pearson Correlation .407** .216 .398** .550** .395** .414** 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .075 .001 .000 .001 .000 
 N 69 69 69 68 69 69 
Capacity Pearson Correlation .481** .346** .568** .549** .293* .448** 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .004 .000 .000 .015 .000 
 N 69 69 69 68 69 69 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
   
As such, teachers who believe they have the capacity to implement a National 
Curriculum also perceive that the principal has high expectations of them and the students; 
which also suggests that as teachers perceive that the principal has high expectations, the 
greater their capacity develops in regards to implementing a National Curriculum. The 
coefficient of determination (r²) between Expectations and Capacity is .323 which explains 
the variables have 32 % of their variance in common with each other.    
The dependent variable of Clarity has three substantial correlations with the 
Independent variable, which are; Vision (r .407 p = 0.001), Intellectual Stimulation (r .550 p 
= 0.001) and Model (r .414 p = 0.001). Furthermore, the dependent variable of Capacity has 
three further substantial correlations with the Independent variable, which are; Vision (r .481 
p = 0.001), Intellectual Stimulation (r .549 p = 0.001) and Model (r .448 p = 0.001). Overall, 
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table 4-14 shows the dependent variable of Clarity explains 34.4% of the variance and 
Capacity explains 34.7% of the variance which are substantial relationships (p < .001).    
In summary, the correlation data suggests the most notable dimensions of teachers’ 
perceptions of the National Curriculum are Clarity and Capacity. The other dimension of 
Complexity is very small. The correlation analysis suggests there is a linear relationship 
between teachers’ perceptions of principal’s leadership and teachers’ perceptions of the 
National Curriculum. However, it is unclear which dimension of the principal’s 
transformational leadership capabilities has an influence on teachers’ understanding of how 
best to implement the National Curriculum in their area, and what the principal and teachers 
should do differently to improve the process to implement a new curriculum.    
Regression analysis is a statistical technique for measuring the degree of influence of 
the independent variables on a dependent variable. Applications of regression are numerous 
(Allen, 1997; Montgomery & Peck, 1992) with the most common in social research being 
bivariate regression which fits a straight line (Lewis-Beck, 1993). This is the type of analysis 
which is used in this study. Three hierarchal regression analyses were used to investigate the 
degree to which teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s transformational leadership predicts 
teachers’ perceptions of the National Curriculum. The outcome variables were the mean 
scores on Clarity, Complexity and Capacity.   
The most common test against the autocorrelation of errors in regression models is the 
bounds test of Durbin and Watson (1951, cited in Field, 2009). The Durbin and Watson 
statistic varies between 0 and 4 with an ideal residual value between 1 and 2 (Dufour & 
Dagenais, 1985; Field, 2009) which is the case in this study (see Appendix E). That is, for any 
two leadership dimensions the residual terms are uncorrelated which allows for a multiple 
regression.   
The results for Clarity, presented in Table 4-15, indicate that 26.4% of the variance in 
Clarity was explained by teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership. The model was 
significant F (6) = 5.208, p <.001. Teachers’ perception of the principal’s Intellectual 
Stimulation was a significant predictor in the model. The Standardized Beta Coefficients of 
.518 (p = .007) gives a measure of the contribution to the model. This indicates that as 
teachers’ perceptions of the degree of the principal’s intellectual stimulation increased they 
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were more likely to feel that it was clear what needed to be done in the implementation of the 
National Curriculum.   
Table 4-15 Regression analysis of the effect of principal leadership dimensions on teachers' perceptions of Clarity 
of the National Curriculum 
Adjusted R² = .264 B 95% CI β ΔR² ΔF 
Demographics        
 Faculty  -.276 -2.284 1.731 -.034 .001 .076 
       
Independent Variable      .338 5.208 
 Vision .374 -.171 .918 .244   
 Goals -.353 -.804 .098 -.244   
 High Expectations .046 -.459 .552 .029   
 Intellectual .742 .209 1.276 .518*   
 Support .060 -.436 .555 .042   
 Model -.071 -.719 .577 -.048   
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
The results for Complexity presented in Table 4-16 indicate that .9% of the variance in 
Complexity was explained by teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership. The model 
was not significant F (6) = 1.041, p =.408. Correlation and multiple regression analyses were 
conducted to examine the relationship between Complexity and all six leadership dimensions. 
Table 4-16 summarises the regression analysis results. The analysis does not reveal any 
significant relationship between the variables. Table 4-16 confirms this with virtually no 
correlation between Complexity and all six leadership dimensions; furthermore, the ability to 
predict any relationship is reduced by the lack of precision in predictive probability. In 
summary, teachers’ perceptions of principal’s leadership did not contribute to their 
perceptions of the complexity of implementation of the National Curriculum.  
Table 4-16 Regression analysis of the effect of principal leadership dimensions on teachers' perceptions of 
Complexity of the National Curriculum 
Adjusted R² = -.009 B 95% CI β ΔR² ΔF 
Demographics        
 Faculty  .391 -1.481 2.263 .051 .003 .174 
       
Independent Variable      .093 1.041 
 Vision  -.297 -.892 .298 -.208   
 Goals .495 .002 .987 .367*   
 High Expectations  -.205 -.757 .347 -.139   
 Intellectual  -.035 -.618 .548 -.026   
 Support -.153 -.694 .388 -.116   
 Model  .004 -.704 .712 .003   
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Multiple linear regression analysis was employed to help determine which of the six 
leadership dimensions influenced teachers’ capacity to implement a National Curriculum. 
Initially, the correlations amongst all six leadership dimensions and Capacity were examined 
(Table 4-17). The data is suitably correlated with Capacity; therefore examination through 
multiple linear regression analysis can be reliably undertaken. The model was significant, F 
(6) = 6.940, p< .001, with results for Capacity indicating that 33.9% of the variance was 
explained by teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership. The beta value of .316 for the 
leadership dimension High Expectations and .375 for the leadership dimension of Intellectual 
Stimulation, both statistically significant (< .05), indicate that teachers perceive these 
leadership dimensions as important to their capacity when implementing a National 
Curriculum in their school.      
Table 4-17 Regression analysis of the effect of principal leadership dimensions on teachers' perceptions of 
Capacity of the National Curriculum 
Adjusted R² = .339 B 95% CI β ΔR² ΔF 
Demographics        
 Faculty  .254 -.939 1.447 .052 .003  
       
Independent Variable      .405 6.940 
 Vision  .199 -.108 .506 .219   
 Goals -.036 -.290 .218 -.042   
 High Expectations  .296 .011 .581 .316*   
 Intellectual  .320 .019 .620 .375*   
 Support -.200 -.479 .079 -.239   
 Model  .007 -.358 .372 .008   
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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4.7 Conclusion  
The purpose of the current study was to explore, determine and validate the underlying 
factor structure of the forty items used to measure the relationship between teachers’ 
perceptions of principal’s leadership and teachers’ perceptions of the National Curriculum. 
The three resulting factors of Clarity, Complexity and Capacity showed good reliability as a 
mechanism to measure teachers’ perceptions of the National Curriculum. To draw 
conclusions from the leadership model based on a regression analysis the independence 
between errors should be examined. The leadership model was assessed which showed 
acceptable results based on multiple criteria.   
This study promotes three empirical observations gathered from Mathematics, 
English and Science teachers. Overall, the study shows a varied perspective between groups 
of teachers with several relationships between teachers’ perceptions of transformational 
leadership and teachers’ perceptions of the implementation of the National Curriculum; and 
two transformational leadership dimensions having a substantial influence on teachers’ 
perception of the implementation of a National Curriculum.  
First, results show that Mathematics teachers, English teachers and Science 
teachers are significantly different from each other for the leadership dimension of High 
Expectations and moderately different for Intellectual Stimulation. The results suggest the 
most significant differences lie between Mathematics teachers and English teachers in regards 
to the leadership factors of High Expectations and Intellectual Stimulation. The results 
suggest the leadership factors of High Expectation and Intellectual Stimulation are not only 
prominent in this study, but may have varied challenges between Mathematics teachers and 
English teachers when considerations are made to implement educational reforms.   
Second, descriptive analyses show three variables; High Expectations, Intellectual 
Stimulation and Capacity have the highest score. In particular the results suggest several 
significant relationships between teachers’ perceptions of school leadership and teachers’ 
perceptions of the National Curriculum. The relationship between these variables are 
significant with data suggesting the transformational leadership dimensions of Vision, 
Intellectual Stimulation and Model have significant positive relationships with teachers’ 
perceptions of the clarity to implement change in their classroom. The leadership dimensions 
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of Vision, High Expectations, Intellectual Stimulation and Model also have a positive 
relationship with teachers’ perceptions of educational reform, in particular their capacity to 
implement the National Curriculum.    
Finally, teachers’ perceptions of the principals’ transformational leadership has an 
influence on their perceptions of the implementation of a National Curriculum. The rationale 
suggest that as teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership are more positive, in 
particular the leadership dimension of Intellectual Stimulation, teachers respond positively by 
perceiving a clearer understanding of how best to support students in the classroom. Results 
also suggest that as the principal influences teachers’ perceptions of High Expectations and 
Intellectual Stimulation that teachers are more likely to respond in a positive manner by 
perceiving that they have a greater capacity to implement educational change in their 
classroom. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Wayne Batiste   69 
 
Chapter 5 – Discussion and Conclusions  
 
5.1 Introduction  
The primary aim for this research was to examine the relationship between teachers’ 
perceptions of school leadership and their perceptions of the implementation of the National 
Curriculum. The study provides a framework that may support a better understanding of 
teachers’ perceptions when leading curriculum change such as a National Curriculum in 
schools. Gaining empirical insights into teachers’ perceptions of implementing such change 
and their perceptions of school leadership are important (Tuytens & Devos, 2010) to ensure 
optimal teaching and learning. The overarching and interrelated factors that contribute to 
school leadership can be understood in terms of a site-based decision making model put 
forward in this study. Overall, teachers who participated in the research demonstrated that 
their perceptions of a National Curriculum implementation are influenced by their perceptions 
of school leadership. 
      This chapter reviews research findings then discusses the results from three multiple 
regression analyses in section 5.2.  Section 5.3 discusses the theoretical implications of the 
study findings in the light of the research questions. Section 5.4 considers the implications for 
policy and practice in a broad context with a focus on contextual understanding that aims to 
examine two areas in particular; informing school leadership and early detection of teachers’ 
perceptions when implementing curriculum change at a school level. Several limitations of 
the research and directions for further study are put forward in section 5.5 and 5.6. Finally, an 
account of findings for this study is presented in section 5.7.   
5.2 Review of research findings  
The general findings provide support for the prediction that teachers’ perceptions of 
school leadership influence their perceptions of the implementation of a National Curriculum. 
There is widespread recognition that leadership is a key factor in successful educational 
organisations. At the same time, the demands on educational leadership have arguably never 
been greater (Preedy, Bennett, & Wise, 2012). To measure teachers’ perceptions of leadership 
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and the implementation of a National Curriculum, the study built upon frameworks developed 
by Fullan (2007) and Leithwood (et al. 1994) around teachers’ perceptions of curriculum 
change and perceptions of leadership respectively. Findings with respect to teachers’ overall 
perceptions of the implementation of the National Curriculum and their principal’s leadership 
will be discussed first, followed by a discussion of Faculty differences in perceptions and 
finally, the aspects of leadership that predict teachers’ perceptions of the implementation of 
the National Curriculum. 
First, teachers who participated in the study were confident in the principal’s leadership 
and in their capacity to implement the National Curriculum. In particular, teachers strongly 
agreed the principal had high expectations of them when implementing change in the 
classroom. They also strongly agreed they have the capacity to implement a National 
Curriculum. These findings are consistent with current research (Acker-Hocevar, et al., 2012) 
that reports teachers as having high expectations in their capacity to implement curriculum 
change. Yu, et al., (2002) explains high expectations like this may sharpen teachers’ capacity 
to implement curriculum change by highlighting the gap between the current curriculum and 
the school leadership’s vision. For example, providing additional support and motivation for 
directions in which the school proposes to travel.  
Second, there is a significant variation between Mathematics teachers’ and English 
teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership and of their capacity to implement change. 
Specifically, Mathematics teachers perceive the principal as having lower expectations for 
them compared with the perceptions of English teachers. There is also a moderate consensus 
between Mathematics teachers that the principal is less effective at intellectual stimulation 
compared with the perceptions of English teachers. Previous research (Fullan, 2002, 2007) 
indicates teachers perceive their capacity to implement change as enhanced when principals 
are focused on the development of teachers’ knowledge and skills, professional community, 
program coherence, and technical resources. Similar research (Hall & Hord, 2001) describes 
two important features that influence teachers’ perception of their ability to implement change 
in the classroom. First, the physical features, such as the size and arrangement of the facility, 
resources, policies, structures and schedules that shape the staff’s work. Second, the people 
factors, which include the attitudes, beliefs, and values of the individuals involved as well as 
the relationship and norms that guide the individuals’ behaviour. It could be speculated that 
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various aspects may or may not influence teachers’ perception of their ability to implement 
change in the classroom, for example:  
 Personal characteristics of Mathematics teachers as compared to English teachers 
may lead them to view the leadership of the principal in a less positive way. 
 Perceptions of the principal’s background knowledge, for example: was he or she 
non-Mathematics teacher?  
 Cultural and structural within the faculties and historians of engagement. For 
example, had the principal been engaged with the English faculty through more 
extra-curricular afterschool events or specialty funded programs than Mathematics?  
Third, all six dimensions of transformational leadership were highly correlated with 
teachers’ perceptions in relation to their ability to implement change, and all leadership 
dimensions except school goals were highly correlated with teachers’ perceptions of how 
clear the instructional process is specified and understood. This suggests that strengthening 
one leadership dimension might strengthen teachers’ perceptions of their ability and 
understanding of curriculum change.  There is little doubt that it is essential to provide clear 
instructions to improve teachers’ ability to implement change (Fullan, 2007). Educational 
research (Chesebro & McCroskey, 1998) demonstrates the value of clear instructions in terms 
of positive outcomes related to students’ motivation, affective and cognitive learning. The 
results of this study align with the well-studied conclusion that clarity can help to 
significantly reduce apprehension, which results in clear cognitive learning and therefore, 
increased outcomes.    
Largely, the findings of this study support previous research (Yu, et al., 2002) which 
describes a linear relationship between transformational leadership and teachers’ commitment 
towards change. In particular, this study describes a linear relationship between teachers’ 
perceptions of the principals’ high expectation of curriculum change, and teachers’ perception 
of their ability and understanding to implement change in their classroom.  There is evidence 
from an international perspective to support these findings. Specifically, Hickman (2012) 
argues that strong leadership during complex educational change correlates with teachers’ 
commitment to ensure successful implementation of any innovation.  
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Finally, three multiple regression analyses were conducted to determine the extent to 
which teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership influenced their perceptions of the 
implementation of the National Curriculum. One regression analysis indicated that when 
teachers viewed the principal as providing a high degree of intellectual stimulation this 
significantly contributed to their understanding on how to successfully implement the 
National Curriculum.  In addition, results indicated that teachers’ perceptions of their capacity 
to implement a National Curriculum was significantly predicted by the degree to which they 
perceived the principal as providing intellectual stimulation and holding high expectations 
during the early stage of implementing curriculum change.   
It is not surprising that findings in this study support the conclusion that teachers’ 
perceptions of the principal’s leadership influence their perceptions of the implementation of 
a National Curriculum. Gurr, Drysdale and Mulford  (2006) provide a perspective of school 
principals in Victoria and Tasmania that offers increasing levels of support for the assertion 
that a principal’s leadership makes a difference in the quality of schooling, school 
development, and student learning. Several studies confirm that a school’s capacity for 
improved implementation of curriculum change is dependent on the leader’s structural and 
sociocultural abilities (Hallinger, Bickman, & Davis 1996; Hallinger & Heck 1996; Heck, 
Larson, & Marcoulides 1990; Leithwood et al 1994. in press; Robinson et al. 2008; 
Southworth 2002, cited in Gurr, et al., 2006).  
School leadership has been increasingly in the spotlight in Australia due to an array of 
changing contexts and shifts in our understanding of the roles of school leaders, teachers and 
schooling (Dinham, et al., 2011). Dinham, et al., (2011) note intellectual stimulation to be an 
important leadership quality required to achieve success when transforming schools. 
Leithwood, Harris and Hopkins (2008) explain that intellectual stimulation from the principal 
makes a significant contribution to teachers’ motivation, knowledge and skills in order to 
accomplish goals such as an implementation of a National Curriculum, but also the 
dispositions (commitment, capacity and resilience) to persist in applying the knowledge and 
skills.  
It is surprising that teachers’ perceptions of the complexity of implementation of the 
National Curriculum were not influenced by their perceptions of the principal’s leadership. 
This finding could be explained in two different ways. It might be that teachers already have a 
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clear understanding of the implementation of curriculum change, or it might be that heads of 
department are a contributing factor in implementing complex change in large schools. This 
study reports a substantial negative correlation between teachers’ perceptions of 
implementation of the National Curriculum as clear, and how complex they perceive the 
implementation to be, which suggests that when teachers have a clear understanding of the 
goals and objectives in implementing a National Curriculum, they do not feel that 
implementing change will be complex. Fullan (2007) supports this correlation, saying that 
when there is a lack of clarity to diffuse goals and objectives; implementation of change is 
perceived as complex which represents a major problem during the implementation stage.  
Several authors allude to the roles of heads of department in leading complex 
change in schools (Allen et al., 1998, p. 47 cited in Hickman, 2012; Razik & Swanson, 1995). 
Many authors suggest that as the number of people in the organisation increase, the role of 
leading complex change moves from the CEO/principal to middle management/HOD (Davis 
& Davis, 2012; Hall & Hord, 2001; G. Johnson, Whittington, & Scholes, 2012; Moos, 2012). 
For example, Saksvik and Tvedt’s (2009) study in Norway focused on the implementation of 
organisational change with results suggesting that dealing with complexity and uncertainty is 
the role of middle management.  The study concludes that a good leader may be essential in 
steering change processes, but it is the middle managers selected for handling organisational 
change who may ultimately be the key to successful change.  
5.3 Implications of the findings to theoretical understandings 
The empirical results of this research provide support for existing educational theories 
on the nature of implementing innovations during the early stage of school curriculum 
change. Change is a process, not an event (Hall & Hord, 2001) with significant differences in 
stages of embedding any innovation (Rogers, 2003). The findings of this study document 
teachers’ perceptions during the early stage of implementing an innovation and analyse 
teachers’ perceptions of change and leadership. Hall and Hord’s (2001) Concerns-Based 
Adoption model suggests teachers’ perceptions greatly influence the implementation of 
innovations in schools, and that transformational leaders can expect to influence to a degree 
the concerns teachers perceive. Furthermore, the teachers involved in the change process have 
personal reactions and feelings about the change, and these may help to provide an 
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understanding of the phenomenon during the early stage of change. Understanding 
perceptions of change may give insights to school leaders from which to set a platform of 
strategies to move an innovation from implementation towards successful institutionalisation.  
Strategy, in the area of educational change means to form a plan for replacing an 
existing program with an innovation (March, 2004). All too often, the strategies used to 
implement change are obscure and ill-defined (Hall & Hord, 2001). This research put forward 
‘diagnostic’ tools that may help to understand teachers’ perceptions about change and 
ultimately guide leadership strategies in regards to the following research questions.   
 What are the teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership in introducing the 
Australian National Curriculum? 
 How do teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership influence how they 
perceive the Australian National Curriculum?    
The data provides evidence that teachers primarily view the principal’s leadership as 
positive. In particular, teachers perceive the principal’s leadership in introducing the 
Australian National Curriculum as important for them in regards to how clear the goals and 
objectives are to implement change. They also identify the principal’s leadership in 
introducing the Australian National Curriculum as important to them in terms of their 
capacity to implement the National Curriculum in their classroom. Teachers’ perceptions of 
the National Curriculum are more positive when they perceive their principal as setting high 
expectations for them while also providing intellectual stimulation as support for them in their 
role as classroom teachers. There are similarities between the data guided answers to the 
research questions and recent studies (Held & McKimm, 2012; Moos, 2012): they point to 
leaders setting directions and making sense or having sense of the mission that has to do with 
teaching and learning.      
5.4 Implications for policy and practice  
Aspects of school leadership and teachers’ perception of curriculum change will be 
considered to shape themes and how school leaders can interpret, modify or create policy at a 
school level. This section does not seek to explore in detail the extensive philosophy and 
ideology that shapes Education Queensland policy-making process, nor does the section 
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examine the complex relationship between Education Queensland and the school’s 
leadership. These matters are not ignored. Indeed, they provide a framework for considering 
the implications of policy and practice within the context of this study.  
Any functioning school needs to agree on a set of rules under which it operates. These 
rules are called policies which establish parameters within which the school operates (Razik 
& Swanson, 1995). It is important to recognise that educational leadership is shaped 
decisively by the wider community, with state and federal policy having considerable impact 
on what happens in a school on a daily basis (Bell & Stevenson, 2006; Brennan & Williams, 
2009; Furlong, McNamara, Campbell, Howson, & Lewis, 2009; Schuller, 2006). As such; 
understanding, predicting and implementing policy becomes a significant feature of 
educational leadership. Educational leadership in practice involves the ability to have a vision 
of the future, to see into the intentions of others, and to take effective action (Razik & 
Swanson, 1995).  
Educational leadership in policy and practice entails an interrelationship between the 
external and internal factors and how these impact the school. Several authors explore the 
important theme that leading educational policy and practice is contextual and develops 
throughout the implementation of curriculum change (Denis, Langley, & Rouleau, 2012; 
Spillane, Gomez, & Mesler, 2012). MacBeath (2012) also explores the relationship between 
external and internal leadership of policy and practice with a focus on twelve English teachers 
who are heads of department.  In his study, he critiques narratives from twelve head teachers 
to report vastly opposing views showing the deep imprint policy and practice has on schools, 
as he explains;  
at one end depicted a positive force for change and highly influential in 
supporting and improving practice while the polar opposite view 
describes a government imposing dysfunctional strategies on schools, 
deskilling and disempowering teachers’ practice (p. 159-160).  
  
Education policy making is a dynamic process (Ozga, Seddon, & Popkewitz, 2006) 
shaped by cultural context (Bell & Stevenson, 2006) with significant variations between 
states (Furlong, Cochran-Smith, & Brennan, 2009). Currently, Australian education policy 
and practice has emerged again as one the most highly charged areas in political contests 
(Bowden, 2013; Nelson, Palonsky, & McCarthy, 2013), with Queensland being no exception.  
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Education Queensland’s pedagogical framework policy drives the educational leadership 
improvement agenda 2012 – 2016, by clearly outlining expectations for school pedagogical 
frameworks. Every school is required to implement a pedagogical framework that enables 
teachers to unite in a common purpose, to teach with greater precision and to celebrate 
unprecedented success in improving student achievement (Education Queensland, 2013). The 
policy elaborations note the importance of leaders setting high expectations and providing 
evidence-based feedback to support teaching practices to ensure student achievement. The 
results of this research are highly relevant to Australian/Queensland politics which drive 
education policy and practice in schools.  
Currently there are few if any explicit approaches for school leaders to implement a 
National Curriculum. Policy research conducted within the context of an international 
bureaucracy certainly differs from university based research, and university based research is 
just one part of the policy-making process (Schuller, 2006). Schuller (2006) further explains 
the direction which may influence policy at a school level is subject to many factors such as, 
political pressure, public opinion, and the capacity and quality of the researcher and end 
users. Education Queensland provides clear direction for schools within the P – 12 
Curriculum Framework –the overarching policy on school curriculum which assists schools 
in implementing the National Curriculum (Grantham, 2011).   As the Director General for 
Education Queensland during 2011, Grantham’s (2011) focus was on the following five 
priorities that are relevant to central office, regions, school and classrooms: 
1. Strong leadership with an unrelenting focus on improvement  
2. A shared commitment to core priorities  
3. Quality curriculum and planning to improve learning  
4. Teaching focus on the achievement of every student  
5. Monitoring student progress and responding to learning needs.  
Two important implications for the school and principal involved in this study relevant 
for the above policy and practice can be found through examination of the results of this 
research, which are informing school leadership and teachers’ perceptions when 
implementing curriculum change at school level. First, policy elaborations for priority 1(iii 
Developing capability and improving performance) explains “Principals are responsible for 
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providing the best educational outcome for every student. They regularly monitor the 
performance of all staff and provide appropriate feedback and help” (p.3). While this study is 
a single juncture in time and does not regularly monitor staff, it does provide point in time 
evidence based on teachers’ perception of change, which suggests that overall staff believe 
they are positively contributing to providing the best educational outcome for every student 
through their capacity and clarity to implement a National Curriculum. The evidence from 
this study also suggest the principal should provide strategies for Mathematics teachers as the 
results show significant differences lie between Mathematics and English teachers in regards 
to the degree to which they perceive the principal is engaged in setting high expectations for 
school change, and supporting the change through intellectual stimulation.  
Second, policy priority 3 (Quality curriculum and planning to improve learning) 
explains schools are required to plan and document their curriculum provision in consultation 
with the school community. Quality curriculum and planning to improve learning relates to a 
teacher’s philosophy, skills and values which must be relevant to students and the community 
(March, 2004; March. & Willis, 2007). The study puts forward a framework on how to plan, 
lead and improve teaching and learning for all within complex school systems, by providing a 
clear and accurate description of an educational system or micro teaching skills that explain 
how curriculum implementation works during the early stage. While previous research (Hall 
& Hord, 2001) has indicated that leaders of curriculum change often do not consider the 
various perceptions that influence the process of change, the results of the study and other 
research (Schuller, 2006) provide an argument that substantive variations in teachers’ 
perceptions of school leadership may exist between groups of people during curriculum 
implementation, therefore, targeted intervention at an early stage may help move the 
implementation as a team towards improved curriculum and planning for all.   
While differences were found between faculty teaching areas, it is possible that teachers 
were unaware of the challenges between groups. For example is there tension between the 
faculties? Does each syllabus raise different levels of challenge to practice with Mathematics 
being an adaption and English being a fundamental shift from and discourse to a functionalist 
approach?  Yet in the context of educational governance the use of critical educational 
research in policy making is largely unexplored (Luke & Hogan, 2006). Many authors agree 
that schools who use empirical data are able to take charge of change, rather than being 
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controlled by it and are therefore more effective and improve more rapidly than ones that are 
not (Rosenholtz, 1989; Stoll & Fink, 1996; Gray et al., 1999, cited in Earl & Fullan, 2003). 
This research has provided empirical evidence with supporting discussions regarding policy 
and practice which can assist principals and school leaders in supporting classroom teachers 
through the early stages of implementing a National Curriculum. 
5.5 Limitations of this research 
Three limitations of the study are as follows; first, the model put forward includes one 
educational leadership framework and one view of teachers’ perceptions at one point in time, 
which makes it difficult to measure changes in the population over time. Also, due to the 
staged implementation of the National Curriculum, the study is limited to teachers within the 
curriculum areas of English, Mathematics and Science. Thus the results may not reflect the 
perceptions of teachers within other curriculum areas.  Second, a school is not a single 
variable. It is an aggregate of variables. Several variables such as culture, community, 
additional school goals, programs and resources, and state/federal policy which are known to 
correlate and mediate the effectiveness of schools (Yu, et al., 2002) have been excluded.  
Some of these variables most likely contribute more strongly than others to impact on the 
school effects. Third, a potential limitation of the study is that the independent and dependent 
variables are measured as participants’ perceptions, not actual behaviours. In essence, the 
study does not address actual participation in implementation of a National Curriculum; 
rather it describes the values and beliefs (attitudes) that participants describe.     
5.6 Directions for further research  
The findings of this study indicate several possible directions for future research. 
Results have indicated that teachers’ perceptions of change are influenced by school 
leadership characteristics. A clearer understanding of these influences, in particular the role of 
heads of departments would provide further direction for the development of effective 
implementation of change in a school. Another important aspect is that the data was collected 
at one point in time. Leithwood (1981) explains that, in order to quantify a complex 
innovation such as a National Curriculum during implementation, we need to measure ‘a 
reduction in the gap between current and preferred status’ (p.13 cited in March, 2004). Thus, 
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a study over time, such as a longitudinal study is more likely to provide information regarding 
the trends in the same population over time, or changes in a group identified by a common 
characteristic over time (Creswell, 2008). 
A further suggestion is to replicate the study through a stratified sampling. This 
direction for further research would embrace populations of distinct categories such as their 
economy, population, climate and geography.  Each stratum is then sampled as an 
independent sub-population, out of which individual elements can be randomly selected. 
There are several potential benefits to stratified sampling based on the model in this study. 
First, dividing the population into distinct, independent strata can enable inferences about 
specific subgroups (R. Burns, 2000). Second, using simple random sampling from each 
stratum of the population allows the ability to mirror the proportion of each educational 
network, such that the individuals selected are typical of the population under study, enabling 
conclusions to be drawn about a population as a whole (Creswell, 2008). Creswell (2008) 
further explains that one of the benefits of stratified sampling is when there is an imbalance 
on a characteristic of a sample. Stratified sampling can take any such imbalance into account 
thus the study requires fewer participants as opposed to collecting from the entire population.  
As, such, stratified sampling is relevant to future research in this specific area to 
extrapolate data that reflects the diversity of Queensland. Stratification will normally lead to 
some improvement in the precision of survey estimates; For example, there are many small 
schools in Queensland, and the administrative and cost burden of including these schools in a 
sample in the same proportion that they appear in the population can be very high. For this 
reason, very small schools may be under sampled, i.e. sampled at a lower rate than is applied 
for other parts of the population. This balances the need to ensure that these schools are 
adequately represented in the sample with the administrative and cost burdens associated with 
including these schools in the survey (Murphy & Schulz, 2006). 
5.7 Conclusions   
Several studies reported in this research identify the principal’s leadership as a 
significant factor in a school’s success when implementing change. However, these studies 
provide only limited insight into how principals contribute to their school’s achievement 
when implementing an Australian National Curriculum. Although there are a number of 
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variables that were not considered in this research in regards to implementing change at a 
school level, such as culture of the school, programs, resources and other school priorities, the 
findings make sense in terms of relationships between the two main study variables which 
replicates studies previously described. The study offers opportunities to see into the 
perceptions of teachers who are at the coal face of implementing a National Curriculum, and 
their perceptions of transformational leadership practices, which may offer some useful tools 
and insights as a result of this study.    
This study has presented key constructs about teachers’ perceptions of change and of 
school leadership during the early stage of implementing a National Curriculum in the context 
of a large high school north of Brisbane, Australia. This study recognises in early chapters 
that no single leadership concept will influence teachers’ perceptions throughout the period of 
change. Several authors allude to the underlying premise that multiple combinations are 
possible in most change processes. Leaders of change must rely on the support of teachers 
who implement the change, such that, having insights into the people who implement change 
not only helps steer direction to institutionalise the change, but more importantly, lays the 
foundation and sets direction for each student’s future.      
This study was based on the assumption that the main difficulty with change lies in the 
social system not the technical application (Weedall, 2004). This study primarily aimed to 
analyse the social process during curriculum change in order to support and inform the 
principal so that a successful implementation of the new National Curriculum may ensue. The 
secondary aim was to contribute to the body of research by quantifying teachers’ perceptions 
of a new National Curriculum and teachers’ perceptions of leadership during the early phase 
of the implementation. Gaining  insights into teachers’ perceptions of the National 
Curriculum and teachers’ perceptions of school leadership may increase the ability of teachers 
to implement change through a coordinated approach between school leaders and teachers, 
which may provide a useful guide to preparation and professional development programs for 
other school leaders. Finally, having insights into teachers’ perceptions of school leadership 
and teachers’ perceptions of the National Curriculum may ultimately support leaders and 
teachers to work together in a smooth transition of change to ensure that every day, in every 
classroom, every student is learning and achieving (Grantham, 2011).   
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Appendix A: Questionnaire 
 
 
1. I think the implementation of a National Curriculum is important for my school 
2. I think the implementation of the National Curriculum requires professional development for teachers  
3. I think the implementation of a National Curriculum will overload my teaching area as a whole  
4. I think my teaching area is progressing towards implementing a National Curriculum   
5. I have a clear understanding of how best to implement the National Curriculum in my subject area  
6. It is clear to me what I should do differently to implement a National Curriculum in my teaching area    
7. Based on my teaching experience, I think the school has a clear understanding of the process to 
implement the National Curriculum  
8. Based on my perceptions, I think the National Curriculum guidelines should be dismissed on the 
grounds ‘we are already doing that’  
9. I think the implementation of a National Curriculum will be a difficult change for me   
10. I think more effort is required to implement a National Curriculum in my teaching area 
11. I believe the National Curriculum requires significant alterations to my classroom practices  
12. I have the skills required to implement the National Curriculum in my teaching area  
13. As a teacher in my subject area, I feel the quality of the National Curriculum is better than the recent 
Queensland curriculum model  
14. I think our school provides my teaching area with quality materials necessary to implement a National 
Curriculum  
15. I think the National Curriculum will deliver a quality curriculum in my teaching area  
16. I think the school has quality teachers ready to implement a National Curriculum  
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17. The principal excites us with visions of what we may be able to accomplish if we work together to 
change our practices  
18. The principal gives us a sense of purpose 
19. The principal communicates his vision to staff 
20. The principal helps us to understand the relationship between the school vision and educational 
outcomes  
21. The principal regularly encourages us to evaluate our progress towards achieving school goals  
22. The principal provides staff with a process through which we generate school goals 
23. The principal encourages us to develop individual professional goals 
24. The principal works towards whole staff consensus in establishing priorities for school goals  
25. The principal has high expectations for us as professionals  
26. The principal holds high expectations for students  
27. The principal expects us to engage in ongoing professional development  
28. The principal expects us to be effective innovators   
29. The principal stimulates me to think about what I am doing for my students 
30. The principal encourages me to pursue my own goals for professional learning  
31. The principal encourages us to evaluate our practices and refine them as needed  
32. The principal facilitates opportunities for staff to learn from each other  
33. The principal provides resources to support my professional development 
34. The principal takes my opinion into consideration when initiating actions that affect my work 
35. The principal encourages me to try new practices consistent with my own interests  
36. The principal provide moral support by making me feel appreciated for my contribution to the school  
37. The principal sets a respectful tone for interactions with students  
38. The principal displays energy and enthusiasm for his own work 
39. The principal demonstrates a willingness to change his own practices in light of new understandings  
40. The principal is open and genuine in dealings with staff  
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Appendix B:  Cover letter 
Thursday, 27 April 2012Dear colleague,  
As the Head of Department (HoD) at Narangba Valley State High, you are undoubtedly aware 
of the staged implementation of an Australian National Curriculum. HoD’s must be aware of the 
strategies that are useful to you and faculty staff in order to promote professional development, 
competency, and commitment to the implementation of a National Curriculum.  
I am conducting research to explore teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership skills 
and their perceptions of the new curriculum. I want to measure the relationship between teachers’ 
perceptions of the principal and their perceptions of curriculum change. The proposed study sample is 
limited to teachers within the curriculum areas of English, Mathematics and Science due to the staged 
implementation of the National Curriculum.    
Your participation in this research is, of course, voluntary. Your confidentiality and anonymity 
are assured. An overview of the research study will be presented in more detail during a leadership 
meeting. This research requests your participation to distribute and collect the completed 
questionnaires from teachers in your faculty. Return of the questionnaire to me is your and teachers’ 
consent to participate in this study. Please understand that use of this data will be limited to this 
research, as authorised by the Queensland University of Technology at Kelvin Grove, Brisbane. 
Although, results may ultimately (and hopefully!) be presented in formats other than the dissertation, 
such as journals articles or conference presentations. You also have the right to express concerns to 
me at the number below, my supervisor Associate Professor Sue Walker and Dr Judy Smeed at 
Queensland University of Technology.  
I greatly appreciate your consideration to participate in this research.  
 
Sincerely,  
Wayne Batiste 
0408 111 271 
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Dr Judy Smeed  
Queensland University of Technology | 
Kelvin Grove Campus | Post: Victoria 
Park Rd. Kelvin Grove, Qld 4059 
 
tel: (07) 3138 0002 | fax: (07) 3138 3265 
Email: j.smeed@qut.edu.au 
Email: sue.walker@qut.edu.au 
(+61 7 3138 3195 | Mobile: 0438 780 498 | Fax +61 
7 3138 3989 
Sue Walker PhD 
Associate Professor | Faculty of Education | Kelvin 
Grove Campus | QUT   
Post: Victoria Park Rd. Kelvin Grove, Qld 4059 
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Appendix C: Collinearity statistics 
 
Coefficientsa 
Collinearity Statistics Model 
Tolerance VIF 
Goals .574 1.744 
Expectations .447 2.237 
Intellectual .316 3.169 
Support .351 2.847 
1 
Model .235 4.248 
a. Dependent Variable: Vision  
 
Coefficientsa 
Collinearity Statistics Model 
Tolerance VIF 
Expectations .436 2.293 
Intellectual .313 3.197 
Support .353 2.830 
Model .232 4.315 
1 
Vision .449 2.226 
a. Dependent Variable: Goals  
 
Coefficientsa 
Collinearity Statistics Model 
Tolerance VIF 
Intellectual .374 2.672 
Support .364 2.749 
Model .240 4.165 
Vision .359 2.784 
1 
Goals .450 2.224 
a. Dependent Variable: Expectations  
 
Coefficientsa 
Collinearity Statistics Model 
Tolerance VIF 
Support .390 2.565 
Model .233 4.292 
Vision .353 2.835 
Goals .449 2.228 
1 
Expectations .521 1.919 
a. Dependent Variable: Intellectual  
 
Coefficientsa 
Collinearity Statistics Model 
Tolerance VIF 
Model .298 3.361 
Vision .350 2.855 
Goals .448 2.230 
Expectations .448 2.233 
1 
Intellectual .345 2.901 
a. Dependent Variable: Support  
 
Coefficientsa 
Collinearity Statistics Model 
Tolerance VIF 
Vision .370 2.704 
Goals .464 2.157 
Expectations .466 2.146 
Intellectual .325 3.078 
1 
Support .469 2.132 
a. Dependent Variable: Model  
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Appendix D: Correlation analysis 
Correlations 
 Clarity Complexity Capacity Vision Goals Expectations Intellectual Support Model 
Clarity Pearson Correlation 1 -.515** .592** .407** .216 .398** .550** .395** .414** 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .001 .075 .001 .000 .001 .000 
 
N 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 
Complexity Pearson Correlation -.515** 1 -.237* -.110 .081 -.153 -.132 -.130 -.112 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .050 .368 .507 .209 .278 .288 .361 
 
N 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 
Capacity Pearson Correlation .592** -.237* 1 .481** .346** .568** .549** .293* .448** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .050  .000 .004 .000 .000 .015 .000 
 
N 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 
Vision Pearson Correlation .407** -.110 .481** 1 .719** .592** .632** .585** .725** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .368 .000  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
 
N 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 
Goals Pearson Correlation .216 .081 .346** .719** 1 .469** .545** .525** .647** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .075 .507 .004 .000  .000 .000 .000 .000 
 
N 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 
Expectations Pearson Correlation .398** -.153 .568** .592** .469** 1 .705** .500** .669** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .209 .000 .000 .000  .000 .000 .000 
 
N 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 
Intellectual Pearson Correlation .550** -.132 .549** .632** .545** .705** 1 .694** .757** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .278 .000 .000 .000 .000  .000 .000 
 
N 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 
Support Pearson Correlation .395** -.130 .293* .585** .525** .500** .694** 1 .782** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .288 .015 .000 .000 .000 .000  .000 
 
N 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 
Model Pearson Correlation .414** -.112 .448** .725** .647** .669** .757** .782** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .361 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  
 
N 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix E: Multiple regression analysis 
Coefficientsa 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
95.0% Confidence 
Interval for B Correlations Collinearity Statistics 
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Zero-
order Partial Part Tolerance VIF 
(Constant) 23.819 2.223   10.717 .000 19.383 28.255           1 
Faculty -.276 1.006 -.034 -.275 .784 -2.284 1.731 -.034 -.034 -.034 1.000 1.000 
(Constant) 7.583 4.434   1.710 .092 -1.285 16.450           
Faculty -.652 .888 -.079 -.734 .466 -2.428 1.125 -.034 -.094 -.076 .931 1.075 
Vision .374 .272 .244 1.371 .175 -.171 .918 .407 .173 .143 .342 2.920 
Goals -.353 .225 -.244 -1.565 .123 -.804 .098 .216 -.196 -.163 .445 2.245 
Expectations .046 .253 .029 .183 .855 -.459 .552 .398 .023 .019 .419 2.385 
Intellectual .742 .267 .518 2.783 .007 .209 1.276 .545 .336 .290 .313 3.198 
Support .060 .248 .042 .240 .811 -.436 .555 .395 .031 .025 .351 2.849 
2 
Model -.071 .324 -.048 -.220 .827 -.719 .577 .414 -.028 -.023 .222 4.502 
a. Dependent Variable: Clarity  
Model Summaryc    
Change Statistics    
Model R R Square 
Adjusted 
R Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
R Square 
Change F Change df1 df2 
Sig. F 
Change 
Durbin-
Watson   
1 .034a .001 -.014 6.41094 .001 .076 1 67 .784      
2 .583b .340 .264 5.46354 .338 5.208 6 61 .000 1.971    
a. Predictors: (Constant), Faculty    
b. Predictors: (Constant), Faculty, Support, Goals, Expectations, Vision, Intellectual, Model    
c. Dependent Variable: Clarity    
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Coefficientsa 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
95.0% Confidence 
Interval for B Correlations Collinearity Statistics 
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Zero-
order Partial Part Tolerance VIF 
(Constant) 18.609 2.073   8.979 .000 14.473 22.746           1 
Faculty .391 .938 .051 .417 .678 -1.481 2.263 .051 .051 .051 1.000 1.000 
(Constant) 22.921 4.843   4.732 .000 13.236 32.606           
Faculty .480 .970 .062 .494 .623 -1.461 2.420 .051 .063 .060 .931 1.075 
Vision -.297 .298 -.208 -.998 .322 -.892 .298 -.110 -.127 -.121 .342 2.920 
Goals .495 .246 .367 2.010 .049 .002 .987 .081 .249 .245 .445 2.245 
Expectations -.205 .276 -.139 -.741 .461 -.757 .347 -.153 -.095 -.090 .419 2.385 
Intellectual -.035 .291 -.026 -.120 .905 -.618 .548 -.129 -.015 -.015 .313 3.198 
Support -.153 .271 -.116 -.564 .575 -.694 .388 -.130 -.072 -.069 .351 2.849 
2 
Model .004 .354 .003 .011 .992 -.704 .712 -.112 .001 .001 .222 4.502 
a. Dependent Variable: Complex 
Model Summaryc    
Change Statistics    
Model R R Square 
Adjusted 
R Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
R Square 
Change F Change df1 df2 
Sig. F 
Change 
Durbin-
Watson    
1 .051a .003 -.012 5.97831 .003 .174 1 67 .678      
2 .309b .095 -.009 5.96737 .093 1.041 6 61 .408 1.557    
a. Predictors: (Constant), Faculty    
b. Predictors: (Constant), Faculty, Support, Goals, Expectations, Vision, Intellectual, Model    
c. Dependent Variable: Complex    
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Coefficientsa 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
95.0% Confidence 
Interval for B Correlations Collinearity Statistics 
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Zero-
order Partial Part Tolerance VIF 
(Constant) 22.806 1.321   17.265 .000 20.170 25.443           1 
Faculty .254 .598 .052 .425 .672 -.939 1.447 .052 .052 .052 1.000 1.000 
(Constant) 9.852 2.499   3.943 .000 4.856 14.849           
Faculty -.192 .501 -.039 -.383 .703 -1.193 .809 .052 -.049 -.038 .931 1.075 
Vision .199 .154 .219 1.297 .199 -.108 .506 .481 .164 .128 .342 2.920 
Goals -.036 .127 -.042 -.287 .775 -.290 .218 .346 -.037 -.028 .445 2.245 
Expectations .296 .142 .316 2.077 .042 .011 .581 .568 .257 .205 .419 2.385 
Intellectual .320 .150 .375 2.126 .038 .019 .620 .548 .263 .210 .313 3.198 
Support -.200 .140 -.239 -1.433 .157 -.479 .079 .293 -.181 -.141 .351 2.849 
2 
Model .007 .183 .008 .038 .970 -.358 .372 .448 .005 .004 .222 4.502 
a. Dependent Variable: Capacity 
Model Summaryc    
Change Statistics    
Model R R Square 
Adjusted 
R Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
R Square 
Change F Change df1 df2 
Sig. F 
Change 
Durbin-
Watson    
1 .052a .003 -.012 3.81025 .003 .181 1 67 .672      
2 .638b .407 .339 3.07847 .405 6.940 6 61 .000 1.873    
a. Predictors: (Constant), Faculty    
b. Predictors: (Constant), Faculty, Support, Goals, Expectations, Vision, Intellectual, Model    
c. Dependent Variable: Capacity    
 
